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DISCOURSE 


OF THE 


(2 Pope's Supzemacy. | 


HOUGH the Pope's univerſal Paſtorſhip i is a 
Claim fo groundlels, and 5/4 Vanity of it bath 
__- poſed; not onl p by nts, but 
by aw rar the Church of Ro 
that he had need have a Roman Confidence, -who 
now think to impoſe u us, by a Pregenes ſo _— | 
bly baffled ; yet beca SH had en | 
per muc AY urance, As i 44 omg 4 
tation Ker it JK | 0 enquire w 3 
ther any thing ay = $a produc'd; in defence of og 
this good old. Cafe c of the Twcnck a Rome, by her late / ] 
Advocates *. x 'Nabes Teſti: / 


$.Perer”s Supremacy faithfully diſcuſi'd, according | t6 both S cul Onte nd Lai Fat 
Ridges) day ſſh bejwv bo Tn ns 


an 8 ated it. dy ry 
pug wy ro orgy wa wa warty a flee 


Tags wp of thoſe \ iſcouriys quoted. in the $9 
i hath already received an Apiwer ;. and: I think is need+ 
leſs to repeat what hath been-faid:by the learngd A 


of it. The other three I intend to examine ; thet 
a” A 2 former 


: 


—__ A 


Adcrtiſement to 
the Reader. 


Part.2, Chap. 1; 


', The firſt Part 6&w 
-cepting part of chap. 'x. concerning St: Peter's Suc- 
-eeffor)” it being, as.'he' himſetf rells '.us, bit Prefatory, 


A Diſcotrſe of 
offer'd in the Sermon, that y vith 
in the Treaties of St. Peter's Supremacy; the third 
(which isa Reply to the Anſwer to the Nabes Teftium) 
{hall be coal diſtintly and apart. 
""ThePiſcoigÞ off St; Peter's Shprapacyywas wilt 
Pee 1 s u$JAn CELLAR | 
Papers he received from a Proteſtant Divine : having ne- 
ver ſeen thoſe Papers, and having great reaſon upon 
many accounts to {uſpe& that what he quotes from them 
is nog pee reprefemed, I ſhall.eke no notice of them ; 
burowhatibever:I-find in- his Book that is/pertinent to 
the miin Queſtion, and hath but the ſhew of Argu- 
ment, ſhall beduly conſider'd. What he hath ofter'd, « 
C he tells us - a well perform'd a his Abilities rr fc 
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mit ; and his" Abilities, we' may preface, were ne 
of the. mhegneſt, after he fag, ivent 'the Fathers , 
Diſcu ron, and apphed himſelf to the modern Authors 0 
both ſides”; «that ibn had no' low oli of hts 
Performance, we may reaſonably conclude, in'that he 
thought it worthy the Approbation and Prote&ion of 
her Majefty 'the Queen Regent ;*T' therefore expeted 
great matters, beyond what Thad 'formerly' mer with ; 
but noſooner had'T read a few rom my ExpeQa- 
tion flagg'd, -and upon the Peruſalt of the whole Book, 
I ſcarce ever found my ſelf more diſappointed. 

holly {pent. upon other Points (ex- 


and introduitive to the main Deſign he aim'd at, which 
inthe fecond Part he apphes hinklf to, and his whole 
Diſcourſe inthe ſecond any third Payts, may beteduc'd 
eo-theſs twogeneral Heads, 16-49 
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the Pope's: Sus 
| 3. Pers Suprams Autorry over the Univer 
.- - Church. |. 1% Yael Re, 
1I, .'That the Biſhop of Rome ſucceeded him in this 


SUPreMacy. 


— 


CHAP. I 


I. THAT St. Peter was inveſted with ſupream Au- 

, © thorityover the. Univerſal Church, This is the. 
| Supremacy he means: a Primacy of Order is not denies "1 
Proteſtants, but that will not ſatisfy the Pope an« 
Friends'; that which they contend for, is a S#prema.; - 
Power over all Chriſtians, not excepting the Ap9.ties 
themſelves. Now that St. Peter had this Supremazy, 
he attempts toprove by ſeveral Texts of Holy >cripcure, 
and by the Teſtimonies of ſeveral Fathers, which he 
quotes as he:goes along, to confirm the Senſe he gives 
of -thoſe- Scriptures. 

The Scriptures/he produces, he was put to no pains 
to ſearch for, 'they being no other than thoſe common 
Texts, which. have, I think, been preſſed upon the 
fame Service, by every Romaniſt that hath ever writ- 
ten upon this SubjeQ, vis. Matth. 16.w. 17, 18, 19, 
John. 21. 16. In the firſt he ſuppoles that Chriſt promi- 
led this Supremacy ; in theſecond, that he conterr'd it. 


* TS 
I begin with the firſt, whence he argues, as his Pre- 


deceſſors in this Controverly have ever done, —_ 
Ou- 


- 4 Dijfawje of * 
double Promiſe Chriſt made to St. Petey : The one in 
theſe Words, Thos art. Petct, and ms (this Rock will I 
build my Church : the other in theſe, And I will give us- 
80 thee the Keys of the Kingdom of Heaven, But 
before he proceeds to diſcourſe of theſe,” there are two 
things he ſuppoſes as the reaſon and Foundation of this 

' ſpecial Honour conterr'd on St. Peter +. | 


+ Part 2. C. 1 
WY 


Firſt, That at the time when he made this Confeſſi- 
on, he alone knew the Divinity of Chriſt; the reſt 
of the Apoſtles being as yet ignorant of this great 

* Miyttery. * 

Secondly, That he knew this by a ſpecial Revelation 
from God the Father. 


I ſhall therefore firſt, examine his Foundation, be-« 
cauſe if that fail, the Supremacy built thereon, ' will of 
it ſelf fall co the Gronnd. | 

It hath not without Reaſon been queſtioned by ſome, 
whether by rhe Sor: of the living God, St. Peter meant 
any more than he did by the Chri#-; not only becauſe 
the former Expreſſion is in other Texts of Scripture 
expounded by the latter, but becauſe St. Mark, fpeaking 
of this very Conteſſron,of St." Peter, makes it nomore 

1 Mark 8. 29. than this,. Thow art the Chriſt.||: And-St. Luke, that he 
* Luke 9. 20. was the Chrift of God *: Yea, the Diſcuſſor himſelf 
{uppolts,” that Perer confeſſed no.more than what Chriſt 

atrerwand firictly commanded his Diſciples to conceal, as 

+ Pag. 79. £06. iiblimt to be diuulged +: And that we hind VET. 20. 
was no more than this, That he was Jeſus the Chriſt. 

And it St. Peter's Confeſſion amounted to no more, it 

cannot then be denied, but that St. Andrew long before 

- him conteſſed as much, when he ſaid, We have found 

; 'ohn 1- 49- the Meſſiah ||: And What Nathaxael's Confeſſion was no 


way 
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way inferiour when he 1aid, Thes art the Son of Gad, 
rhow ar2 the King of Iſrael *. ® John 1. 49; 


But be it'g that .St. Peter by rn 
living God, meant that he was the Son of Gad by Na- ' 
ture, -nghenr monk cms expound it) yet that 
the other Apoſtles were not at this tame agnorant of this 
Myitery, but knew it as well as St. Peter, will be fafbui- 


ently cleared, 


Firſt, By Scripture, 

Secondly, By what the Diſcufſor himſelf grants. 

Thirdly, By the Teſtimonies of the Antients. And, 
as an unan{werable Argument .ad bonuwem, . 

Foxrthly, By the Teſtimonies of thaſe modern Romea- 
wifts he quotes for the contrary, 


Firf, By Of thoſe many Texts that af- 

fer themſelves, one may ſuffice, it being ſo plein and 
fullco. rhe-purpoſe; Many of Chriſt's Diſciples being 
offended at his/Dodtrine, they thereupon forfoak him ; 
_ this he faid to the twelve, Will ye alſo go beck i 

he Queſtion was p ded not to Peter only, but 
to all the twelve, though Peter alone returned the An- 
ſwer (as be did to'this other Queſtion ) To mhow fhal 
we go ?' Thou haft the Words of eternal Life; AN DWE 'eaduws. 
BELIEVE AND HAVE KNOWN, THAT THOU 
ART THE C HRIST, THE SON OF THE Ll- 
VING GOD F. The Diſcuſfor grants that 'St. Pater + 54s. 6. 
here wndertook, by uoigſe thereft, 10 g1ue aw account 
of their Faith ||. Now this Confeſhon:1s exprefs'd in þ pag 83. 
the very fame Words. with that under debate, mor-doth 
the Diſcuſſor himſelf deny it to be of the fame imparrt.. 
And that of theſe two Confeſhons, this mm which he 
grznts St, Peter ſpake in the Name of them all, =_ 
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firſt in-time, Dr. G; hath provedzoibe manifeſtly evins 

4.1 * ced from the ſeries of the Aits of\vur> Savidur's Life, re+ 

* Sn. of St. corded by the * Evvengeliſts**. 1 Ang: that: thei ſaid Deftor 

ver. 7-10 - took this: Confeffion before-made;) to:fignify as much as 

. this latter; of which we diſpute, appears by the Queſtt- 

on he propounds, and the Anſwer he returns to it. Bux 

why was - uot St. Peter then preſently honozred by our $avi- 

our, with « BLESSED ART THOU SIMON THE 

SON O F BARJONA ? To thu, lays he, Theophylatt 

anſwers, That our Lord ſuſpended praiſing him then (tho he 

deſerved it ) leſt being at a time when others deſerted him, 

it might ſeem done out of deſign, and a piece of” Artifice to 

retain him with him. But Euthymins, ſays he, more pro- 

-bably thinks it was,” becauſe he anſwered not for himelf\ on- 

ly, but in the Name of all, among whom there was one [0 

far from being worthy of Praiſe, that our Saviour pre- 

ſently after, to reftify Peter's Mitake,. told them he was 4 

+ hid. p, 15. Devil . vr en a nope {6 | 
It. is therefore certainthar either the reft of the po: 
les at this time knew the: Divinity of Chriſt, or that 

St. Peter was miſtaken in the account he gives of their | 

Faith. , The Diſcufſor indeed fays, 87; Peter committed 


great: Miſtake ;'and Dr.G. that. he faund he had been 
wjtaken:. Buthow-doth that appear? Becauſe, fays rhe 
.. 7 Diſtoſſor,' Chrift told cher, that thut was not the Belief of | 
i 5t. Per.Su- off of -them, one -of them being 4 Devil ||." And tb the | 
Per M ie purpoſe Dr. G. quotes Exthymins. Be it granted 
- that our Saviour. excepted one, 1n that he excepted no 
more than oneit. plainly follows,-that all the reſt, thae 
is, ten to one, knew-him to be the Sox of God incarhere, 
'The Concluſion then is unavoidable, that Peter was not 
the only Apoſtle, to whom this Myſtery was then 

made manifelt. 


Secondly, 


the Diſcuſſor himſelf 


rants : He dares not exclade the 
bleſſed Virgin, nor vs. 3 


125 ohx Bare, no nor the Devils, 
25 from the Knowledg of this Myſtery ; and he grants, 
2 ut that Joleph, Zachary and Elizabeth, Simeon and Anna 
FA the Propheteſs, who were honoured with Revelations and 
TE Viſions, fill'd with the holy Ghoſt, and had the Gift of Pro- 
pF: phecy, if they did not fully know his Conſubſtantiality, 
he | they hadat leaſt ſome %1wwdegs dnrives obſcure ways of it *. 
'm, I need not make RefleRions upon all theſe : It will be 
"as ſufficient to ſhew, that if John the Baptiſt, and the 
oy Devils _ it, the Apoſtles could not be 1gnorant of 
__ it, And, | 
9 8 'Firſt, "That it follows from the Knowledg of John the 
val Baptiſt, and that ſeveral ways. 
of I. Becauſe St. John could not but think himſelf in 
| Duty bound, to impart this Knowledg to his Country- 
ug Men. His Office was to bear Witneſs of Chrif ; and 
At what more worthy to be witneſſed concerning tum, 
Y than the Divine Excellency of his Perſon ? He was by 
as his Teſtimony to prepare the way, to diſpoſe Men to 
_ believe on him ; could he then without Unfaithfulneſs 
a omit that which above all octhey Arguments would be 
of of Power to work Faith in them ? He who was fo care- 
FA ful ro confirm his Diſciples in the Belief, that he was 
a the true Meſſiah Þ ; can it be ſuppoſed, that he would 
by not acquaint them with that, which would above all 
Ne other things, render them ſtedfaſt in this Belief ? And 
©, if he publiſh'd this in his popular Diſcourſes, who can 
_ imagin that itnever came to the Ears of the Apoſtles ? 
” 2, The ſame is clearly inferred from the m by 


which the Diſcuſſor ſuppoſes John the Baptiſt arriv'd at 
this Knowledg, viz. the a from Heaven, at Jeſus's 


Bap- 


Secondly, The ſame Concluſion follows from what 


* Pag-92,93« 


+ Matth. 11. 
2, 3» 


| Pag. 92. 


* John 1. 32+ 


+ John I. 34- 


wy ». 
# Ia, T4 » 


Celeſtial Herald promulging him to be the Son off God : 
He who ſaw the holy Ghoſt effigiated in the Form of a Dove 
(that may be queſtion'd) deſcending from above, and 
lighting upon him, may very well be imagined to be inſlruft- 
ed who he was ||: If ſo, may. it not as well be imagin'd, 
that the Apoſtles might beas well inſtructed, by the Re- 
port of this Noiſe from Heaven, they received from 
John? May not a Man underſtand as much by hearing 
a thing at ſecond hand, (and as firmly believe it too, if 
he hear it from a Perſon of unqueſtionable Credit ) as 
if he heard it at. the firſt? And thar John the Baptiſt 
bear record of this, St. John the Evangeliſt hath told us * : 
And can any conſidering Man per{wade himſelf, that 
the Apoſtles of our Saviour ſhould be ignorant of thar, 
which the Baptiſt openly proclaimed to all the Jews ? 

3. St. Johnthe Baptiſt gave yet more pregnant proofs 
to his Hearers of Chriſt's Divinity, He bear record, 
that he was The Sox of God, by way of eminency, fo 
as never any other Man was, (6 bwg.78 095 with an Ar- 
ticle) if this be not thought enough, he loudly teſtifi- 
ed, that he had a real being, before he was a Man. 
For John oried, this was he of whom I ſpake, HE THAT 
COMETH AFTER ME IS PREFEKRED BEFORE 
ME; FOR HE WAS BEFORE ME+#: In which 
Words (as a learned Biſhop of this Church hath obſer- 
ved) © firſt, John taketh to himſelf a Priority of time, 
&« ſpeaking of Chriſt, He that cometh after me. For {0 
« he came after him into the Womb at his Con- 
&* ception,intothe World at his Nativity, cs. 2dtly,He 
« attributeth to Chriſt a Priority of Dignity, ſaying, 
* Hes preferred before me.— 3dly, He rendereth the 


« reaſon or caule of the great Dignity that belong'd to 


Chriſt, 


Baptiſm, He who heard a noiſe from Heaven,. by » 
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the Pope's Supremacy. 


* Chrif, ſaying for, or rather becauſe he was before 
«© ze. ASit the Baptiſt had thus ſpake at large : This 
* Man Chriſt Jeſus who came in to the World, and en- 


"MH + 


Pearſon on the | 
ſecond Article of 


the Creed, 


* tered upon his Prophetical Office ſix Months after me, 218, 219.9fthe 


&« 15 notwithſtanding of far more Worth and greater 
« Dignity ; even ſo much greater, that I muſt acknow- 
&* ledg my ſelf unworthy to ſtoop down, and unlooſe 
&« the Latchet of his Shoes : And the Reaſon of this 
* tranſcendent Dignity, is from the Excellency of that 
* Nature, which he had before I was ; for though he 
*-cometh after me, yet he was before me. 

Again, St. John the Baptiſt prefers Chri#t before him- 
ſelf in this, that whereas he himſelf had his Original 
from the Earth, Chri#f came from Heaven, and was a- 


 bove all * ; thereby ſignifying that Divine Nature by 


which he exiſted in Heaven, before he was conceived 
in his humane Nature of the bleſſed Virgin. Can it 
then be in reaſon ſuppoſed, that the Apoſtles knew not 
this Myſtery, which John fo freely publiſh'd to his 
Hearers? eſpecially conſidering, that ſome of the Apo- 
ſtles were the Diſciples of John, before they were the 
Diſciples of Chriſt. Bur, 

4+ If the Beptift knew the Divinity of Chriſt, the 
Apoſtles we may conclude! knew it much rather ; ſince 
belides what they had heard from Johx concerning it, 
they had learn'd much more from their Maſter himſelf 
by his private InſtruQions, and his publick Preaching. 
Among other things they could not. bur have obſerved, 
that he had frequently diſcovered Mens ſecret Thoughts 
and Reaſonings; that he had affirmed himſelf to be 
Lord of the Sabbath, and that he had power on Earth to 


forgive Sins. They had no doubt heard him ſay, that 


God was his ows Father, and knew that the Jews accu- 


ſed him of Blaſphemy for ſaying fo, becauſe thereby 
B 2 they 


HH, 


* John 3. 3n5 
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they concluded he made himſelf equal with God. Theſs | 
and many other matters of the like import they had * 


heard from his own Mouth, of the Truth of which 
they were abundantly ſatisfied, by ſeeing him do fuch 
Miracles, which no Man before ever did, in confirmati- 
on of what he ſaid. - The Argument then lies thus ; If 
John the Baptiſt knew Chritt to be the Son of the Living 
God, the Apoſtles of Chriſt much more knew him to 
be ſo,becauſe they had nor only all the ſame Arguments 
that hehad but many more from the Words and Attions 
of Chriſt himſelf to afſure them of this great Truth. 

Secondly, The ſame Concluſion is as ſtrongly infer- 
red from what the Diſcuſſor grants of the Devil's Know- 
ledg, 'and the ways by which he attained toit. How 
the Devils arrived to this Knowledg, Opinions, he ſays, 
are various : Three of which he mentions. ; 

The firſt ſeems to be of no weight, viz. That when 
he was 4 glorrous Angel in Heaven, God revealed to him 
that his Son Id aſſume humane Nature, and that Man 


+ Pag- 93- ſhould be exalted to the hypoſtatic Union with the Word t. 


That God revealed this to him, when he was a glorious 
Angel, there is not the leaſt proof; and in caſe he did, 
yet unleſs he reveal'd alſo, that this Jeſw of Nazereth 
was the Man that was exalted to the Hypoſtatic Union 
with the Word, it will not reach the Point to be deter- 
mined. And he muſt be-a Man of a wonderful fa 
who can imagine that this was revealed to the Devil, 
when he was a glorious Angel in Heaven. 

As for the other ways he mentions, the Devil had 
by them no advantage of the Apoſtles. For the next 
_ he cites, 1s that of Theophylatt, wiz. that the 

hief ftole this Kyowleds from the Voice from Heaven. 
And why might not the Apoſtles alſo get it the fame 
way ? For though they heard not this Voice immediate- 


ty 


nw WS_— 4 I HH] __ + 4 


«a 45 wa kai 


. ws Heaven, yet they had the of it from John 
Baptiſt, and as firmly believ'd it, 'as if they them- 

ſelves had at firft heard it, 

The third opinion is that of St. Asftin, vis. That it 

l- was made known to the Devil by che operation of ſo ma- 

If ny Miracles wrought S the Finger of God, which the De- 

's vil knew did tranſcend his, and all Angelical Power. 


0 And in this the Apoſtles who were Chriſt's conſtant 
'S Attendants, and the Eye-witneſſes of his Miracles, 
'S were not inferiour ; but if there was any difference, ir 


may | be preſum'd - the Advantage w—_ the Apoſtles 
; fide. For tho they knew not how far the Power of A 
4 ſtate Spirits might reach, and whether ſome of his 
p Works were ſuch as exceeded their Power toeffet: 
, yet there were others of them, (and they the far grea- 

ter part) that could leave no ground for any ſuch Suf- 


p ition, but were ſuch unqueſtionable Effet of a Divine 
ower, that all Mankind have concluded, they could 
be wrought by none but the Finger of God, 


If then by theſe means the Devil came to know the 

Divinity of Chriſt, might not all the Apoſtes as well 

know it, having the ſame means of knowiag it ? Let 

| us now {ee what was the Judgment of the Ancients ia 
this point. 


Thirdly, The ſame Concluſion is alſo confirm'd by 
the Teſtimonies of many more Fathers, than are alledg- 
ed by. the Diſcuſſor for the contrary, He produces 
three, viz. —_—_ Cyril of Jeruſalem, and a of 
Selexcis. Let thele be yielded ro him, what will they 
'  fignify, when they are over-vored by a far greater:Num- 

ber ? 


The Diſcuſſor himſelf grants, that the Fathers inci- 
dently ſay, that the other Apoſtles knew Chriſt to be the 
| Sow 


| Pag. 90. 


* Nam fi Paulo Apcſtolo fatis 


Son of God, before $t Peter's 


tural Filiation. Let us therefore ſee whether he truly 
repreſents their meaning. . He anſtances only in St, Am- 
broſe, whom he. finds in oneplace to affirm, that the other 
Apoſtles knew Chriſt to be the Son of God as well as St. 
Peter ; and in another to ſeem to appropriate it wholly to 
bim ||. Inthe one then he roundly afhrms, that the-other 
Apoltlesknew it; inthe other he does but ſeem todeny 
it. The; place, he means, in which he affirms it, is, 
I preſume, in the ſixth Book'of his Comments on Sr. 
Luke, c.9, Now the Quelition is, whether St.” Am 
broſe in this place meant, that the Apoſtles knew the Di- 
vipity of -Chrift, which no Man that impartially reads 
the Text, can ſo much as queſtion (and therefore ir 
was wiſely.done of the Diſcufſor, not to tell hisReader 
where it was to be found) for St. Ambroſe there com- 
menting upon St, Peter's Anſwer, as /it is recorded by 
St. Luke, Thou art the Chriſt of God, ſays thus ; If it 
was {uffictent to the Apoſtle Paul, to know nothing but Je- 
ſus Chriſt, and him-crucified; what more ſhould 1 deſire to 
know than Chriſt ? for in this one Name, is 


promulging . hins "fo : "Bit 
then he lays, they meant thereby his nominal, not his na» © 


eſt njhil ſcire nif6.Chri Je- 
ſum, & hunc crucifixum, quid 
amplius mihi defiderandum ct 
fcire quam Chriſtum ? In uro 
enim hoc nomine & Diviniratis” 
& Incarvationis expreſſio, & 6- 
des paſſions eſt. « Er jdeo licer , 
cxteri —_ ({ciane, Petrus - * 
Tu es Chriſtus, fl Dez. 914... 
Complexus eſt araqye ofninia, 
= & naturam &nothenexpret-- _ 

it, in quo ſumma virtutum eſt, 
Ambroi. Comment, 1. 6. in E-, 
yang, Luc. C. 9; col,*1 16; Edit. - 
Paril, 1614. | 1 


the Exprofion both of his Divinity and In 
carnation, and the Faith of his Paſſiows 
And therefore THOUGH THE OTHER 
APOSTLES KNEW TT, yet Peter \au- 


fmers rather than the reſt, THOU: ART 


eats _ SON ne rr LIVING 
| ; tie therefore compriſed all, who exprels 
ſed beth his 'Natwre and his Name *. TY 
any thing be more plain tban alt what 
St. Ambroſe here ſaith, the other Apoſtles 
knew, -was, what was exprefſed 1n'the 
Name Chriſt, viz: his Divinity and In. 

| carnation ? 


SD 8. 3 FT we & ©. c-., 


w 
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'} carnation?” Andwhat Se. Peter anſwer'd, when he ſaid, 


the _—O— TO ER 


# 
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Thow art Chriſt, the Son of the living God, "ity which'is 
contain'd both his Name and his Natare ? + --* 
$0 far was St. Jerom from'thinking.\che Apoſtles igno- 


ranr of it, rhat he thou hr the rude Sea-men knew his * Ad unum fig- pr l 


Divinity, otherwiſe he ſpake abſurdly in oppoſing their mumrranquilli- 

Confeſhon' to that of Arivs *. * _—— - 

nimias procellas interdum & caſu fieri ſoler, Nautz atque veRtores vere filtum Dei confirentur, 

Aa Bockela geniaR Crmarens Hieron. Comment. |, 2. in Math. c. 1 5. v. 33. Edit. 
1953+ , Lond | 


St. Chryſoftom ſays, When Peter faid, AND WE "MN" 
HAVE BELIEVED, Chriſt excepts Judas out of the 5, no LE 
number Believers Þ ; thereby plainly nifying, thar ACE 
all of them ſave Jules, balieved Chrift to be the Sow of $3445 7% 2 


08-700 Isher, In 


| the Living God. 'The ſame fays C vrs of Alexandy is. cap. 7. Evang. 


Add to theſe all thoſe Fathers-whortell us, that Petey Johan. Hom. 
anfiyered not” for/himſelf only, bur for all the Apoſtles, ** 
which, .as Maldonate confeſſes ||, was the Judgment of {Comment - 
St; Chryſoftom; Ferom,y and: St. Auſtin; and  Birradios' ver. a 
cites for it Sti” Auguſtin, 'Mmbroſe,, Ferom, Anſelm, 'and' 
St: Thomas ||; 'Yea the Diſcuſfor himſelf tells us, that- — 
St. Jerdm athnowledges, that Peter did: profeſs this Truth, tift.Evangelic. 
ex perſona omnium, in the perſon of them all, -"Thag *9m. 2. |. 10, 
St.Cypriam i hig-5 ooh Epiſtle declares, that Deter anſwer- Ho 
ed: for wil of them. -'Thar.St.. Auſtin fawcies, he only an" 
ſwerett0 preſerve Unity, unus pro-multis Hedit reſponſunt, 
unitas im wwltis; fc. * ' And in confefling this, does he * Pag. 24. 
not-fairly pull down-with one hand; what he bones e& >) 
build upayieh the'other ?\ For wharelte reaſon FA CAN ber py 
he anſwered forall; is ne now! the-queſtion 4 uffices,. SIEITi 4.) 


tharhe:did 1; {ince if he. did;; no Man\ean reaſonably n 3 3 1 
deny, but'that«he knew what he anſweted,, wasybe... |, -:-* 
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Bat this Opinion, firh the Diſcuſlor,' refleQing upon 


Dr. Barrow and Dr. Cove, ſcemed to me very thin and fil- | 


ly : The reaſon why it ſeemed ſo to him, follows, wiz. 
that Chriſt ſbould propownd « Queſtion to « dozen Perſons, 
which he knew any of them could ſolve, and make honoura- 
ble ma only to him that ſhould ſpeak firſt, ſeem'd to 
me, ſays he, « childiſh Fancy, and beneath the Conceptions 
of a Dottor. | 
He here forgot his good Friend Maldonvate, who was 
of the ſame ſilly Opinion. But is it indeed ſilly to think, 
that Chriſt ſhould propound a Queſtion to a dozen, 
which he knew any one of them could anſwer ? That 
Queſtion which juſt before this he ded tothe 
ſame dozen, (Whom do Mew ſay, that I the Son of Man 
am ?) did he not know, that every one of them could 
anſwer it? and ſo indeed they all did, or at leaſt fo 
many of them as pleaſed: other Queſtion pro- 
pounded by Chriſt to all the twelve ſometime before 
this, your ye alſo go back?) did he not know, that every 
one of them could anſwer it, ſo ft as it concern'd him- 
ſelf? And was not one Anſwer returned to it by St, Pe- 
ter, inthe Name of them all? as the Diſcufſor himſelf 
rants. | | 
But that Chriſt ſpould make honour able Promiſes only 
ro him that ſhould ſpeak firſt, ſeem'd to him « childiſh Fan- 
cy. But if we may believe St. Ambroſe, theſe howourable 
Promiſes were not made to him only ; for 
what is faid to Peter, ſays he; & ſaidto 
the Apoſtles ||: Or if the Promiſes were 
here made to him only, the ſame were 
terward made, and rhe Reward promi- 
ed was given to all the Apoftles. The 
Lord ſaith to Peter, ſaxh St.Cyprian, Thou 
art Peter, and upow this Rock will I build my 
Charch ; 


_—_——_STETY SY TS 


E. 'burch: And I will grve- thee the Keys 


Tz A te | 


. = - Sh 


— And althoegh 

his Reſurreftion he gives equal Power t0 all his - "i 
s *, Heath Peter received thoſe Keys, lays St. wr of vLoquime Das". * 
and hath not Paul received them ? hath Peter received then, minus ad Pe- 
and hath not John and James received them, and the reſt of 5. pg 
the Apoſtles +? And that the Promiles were made to the quia ma ev Pe" 
other Apoſtles, as well as te Perer, is not only the Opini- ty luper 
on of the ancient Church, (as I ſhall afterward more ful- _ 
ly ſhew) but of many great Men of the Church of Rome). clefiam mean, 


rorum mn vincent eam. Ec tibi dabo claves regni Czlorum.——Er quamvis A is omni- 
bus poſt reſurre&ionem fuam parem poreſtarem tribuar, & dicar, (icur mific me Pater, &c, 
. de Unirar. Ecclefiz, p. 254. Edir. Parif. 
IF rnquid iſtas claves Perrus accepir, & Paulus non accepir ? Petrus accepit, & Johannes & 
Jacobus non accepit, & czreri Apoſtoli ? Auguſt. Serm. 30. de Diverſis. 
|| Elkies du pin.de anriq. Ecclel. diſciplina diſſertat. 4. p. 307. Simon vigorii ad reſpoaſ, Syno- 


dal. Concil. Baſil. Comment, c, 6, & de Monarch. p. 10, 11, 12, &c, 


. 

But ſince the DoQor's Opinion ſeem'd to him a chil- 
diſh Fancy, let usſce what Man-like Reaſons he hath pro- 
duc'dfor the contrary. Peter is ſaid to anſwer for the 
reſt, . not as if he ſpake or knew their Opinion on this Point. 
Now what are his Reaſons for this ? For the Queſtion 
was asked by our Saviour on « ſudden ; and it does no where 
appear that the Apoſtles had any precedaneous Conference or 
Conſultation about it. Are not theſe wiſe Reaſons for a 
Man to give, who had juſt before cenſured the Doftor's 
Opinion as fily ? Grant the Queſtion was ſudden ; did 
the Suddenneſs of it render Peter ignorant of what he 
knew (as I have already ſhew'd) before the Queſtion 
was asked:?? Or needed he to conſult the Apoſtles for 
that Anſwer, which he had ſometime before, upon oc- 
caſion of another Queſtion, given m their Name ? Foh 
6.69. | 

Bat what then was the true Reaſon, why Peter is 
fajd-to anſwer this Queſtion for the reſt ? Becauſe his 
Anſwer thereto was —_ they were obliged to own and 
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 *Ibid.* eavbrace it, a5 tht rommon. Belief of the Church *. Wiker - 
| - Isa Man faid to at{wer for all thoſe, who are obþ- - 
iged to own his Anſwer, becaule it is Orthedgx, whe- | 
ther they indeed own it, or nat ? What if the other | 
Apoſtles had been Heterodox,and dilown'd thisAnſwer ? 
Could he then have been ſaid to have anfwer'd for them ? | 
If not, then the reaſon why he is ſaid to have anſwer- | 
ed for them, was not becaule his Anfwer was Orthodox : | 
But if. he could,- then. behold here a compendious way 
of reconciling all Hereticks to the Church of Rome: 
It is but putting one Rowaznsſt in the Head of them, and 
then propoſing the Queſtions in Diſpute; for the Ro- 
maniſt xerarning an Orthodox Anſwer, he ſpeaks for 
themall, and ſo without. any ,more ado, they art. all 
good. Catholicks. Had this Expedient been propoſed 
a little fooner, it might have ſaved the Biſhop - of - 
Meayx and the Rebreſenter a great deal of needleſs 


pains. 
" He aext -produces TJanſenims -and Abulenſis to vouch. 
| for him, but (as his manner is) miſrepreſents them 
+—Tanquam o both: Jayſenizs expreſly ſays, that Peter as the Mouth 
Apoſtolorum of the Apoſtles, pn for them all F. And again,—- 
_—_— hat h F s C 
reſponder, di- Flence-i6 appears, that he anſwered for all, which Chryſo 
cens,ru es, &%. {tom alſo plainly aſſerts ||, And accordingly he is quoted 
Comme by Cornelims 4 Lapide, Barradius and others, for this 
vangel.cap.57. Opinion. In anſwer to a Queſtion he propoſes we find 
© [-Hige enim 19deed: afterwards, the Words recited by the Dsſcuſſor. 
apparetipſum 'The Queſtion is this, Why Chriſt now: pronoanced Peter 
+ Sora - one bleſſed, when. all the Apoſtles, or almoſþ. all, ſeem to 
quod aperte have had the ſame Faith, and when he ſeemed to have an- 
eriam Go ſwer'd in the Name of them all? To which he returns 
Jong alerit, this Anſwer, . Peter, 1F WE SPEAK, PROPERLY, 
did not: anſwer. for them all, as he had done, - John 6. when: 
his: Anſwer mai not ſo ranch approv'd, as corretted by C bf ; 
pom ut 


— 


*GATI ESSENT, ipſe | ſolus. reſponderit, QVOD OM- 


the Pope's Suftehary. 
but profeſſed his: Faith for himſelf, as one that contd' tvs 
know the Faith-of others, becauſe he cold not ſearth the 
Secrets of the Heart, &c. * If this ſeems to contradict * Ex quits 
what he ſays before, I leave it to the Diſcuſſor to recon 342 Pare 
cile him to himſelf, In the other Paſſage of Farſ#i#> dam Queitio- 
he leaves out the moſt material part 7 he thus recites it, p< Frincipa- | 
Cum Chryſoftomus & alii eum vocant Os, & nominte on- CE 
ninn reſpondiſſe; non ſit accipiendum, quaſi reſponderit io miram Petrum 
quod omnes ſentirent, ſed quia ſolus reſponderit quod otrnibas © SY 
reſpondendum fulſſet +. "Whereas Janſenins his Words | ondille pro 
are theſe, Qnod autem Chryſoftomus & alii nonnanguam —_—_ Oc. 
aicant Petrum fuiſſe Os Apoſtolorum, & omnium nomine "Sms 22. 
— non ſic arcipiendurn, quaſi id veſponderit quod 

ommes ſentirent, fed quia CUM OMNES INTERRO- 


NES SECUM AUT PENE OMNES SENTIRE PU- 
TABAT'; & quod omnibus reſpondendum fuifſet. Who 
may not now ſee, that the Words he hath left out, do 
plainly contradi& that for rhe Proofof which he brought 
the reit ? 

He yet moregroſly abuſes Toftatus : For he ſays not 
abſolutely, pro ſe ſolo reſpondit ; but delivers it as a 
matter doubrful : For as much, ſays he, as it does not 
Wes; determinately, whether Peter anſwered ithe neme 
of all, TT SEEMS thence more apreeable to © n nk 


the letter, that Peter anſwer'd for himſelf . gcrerminare non conftzre an 
alone |. * For which he gives four reaſons, * © nomine ordtriium Perrus reſpon- 
which may be all eaſily confated. Anda r_y - w—___ maghs cons: 
little after, {T SEEMS oo #5 ny -# rn ſe ſolo re Miferic. In Merch. 
Peter xow an[wered for himſelf alome ||. But Pp- 16- «$7» 
in caſe he neo for himſelf only, as pps rom rm 
Toftatus thought, yet he peremptorily de- «er, ibid. | 
termin'd; that he ſaid no more than what 
they all believ'd, .and that every one of them-would 

7 We have 
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have ſaid the ſame, had every one anſwered ſingly for 
himſelf ( as ſhall preſently more fully appear.) 

It follows-*:. If the other Apoſtles did equally ( whether 
equally or unequally is not now the Queſtion ). know it 
with Peter, and he only ſpake their Senſe for them, 1 ſhall 
with Maldonat ask this Queſtion ; What Queſtion ? S; 
pro omnibus Petrus loquebatur, cur non omnibus dittum, 
Beati eſtis ? Cur non omnibus mutata nomins ? cur not om- 
nibus dittum, Vobis dabo, &c. Is all this but one Queſti- 
on? Another Man would have made itthree, without 
the &c. and whoſoever conſults Maldozat will find, that 
that contains one, if not twa, more, vis. Cam omnes 
Chriſtus interrogaſſet, cur non omnes reſponderunt ?. pre- 


ſertim, cum paulo ante ipterrogante eo quem ſe homines eſſe 


dicerent, non ſolus Petrus, ſed.omnes, aut quicunque volu- 
erunt, reſponderint F. Though the Queſtions aremany, 


, yet a few words may ſuffice in anſwer to them all. 


Queſt. r. Why was it not ſaid.to them all, Ye are. 


bleſſed ? 

Anſw. Becaule Peter alone had ſpoken for them all, 
therefore to him alone Chriſt's Reply:s,direQted, But 
that it was applicable. to them all 1s-manifeſt ;. becauſe 
the reaſan of it (for- Fleſh and Blood hath not revealed 
it unto thee) agreed to them all equally, (as I ſhall 
preſently ſhew.) 

Fs 2, W by were not all their Names changed ?. 

Anſw. Peter's Name was not now changed, but 
long before; and therefore this Queſtion ftands upon a 

e Foundation. He did not, as St. Auſtin tells us, 
then receive this Name, when Chriſt ſaid to him, Thos, 
art Peter ;_but then rather,. when it was faid to him, 
thou ſhall be call'd Cephas, which is interpreted Pexer, 


&c. || Or, if you pleaſe, I will anſwer.it by ariother Que-' 


tion. 


the Pope's Siren © of 
ftion, Whether his Name was changed to Peter, be- 
cauſe the other Apoſtles did not know equalhy with him, 
That Chriſt was the Son of the living God ? 

Queſt. 3. Why was it not ſaid to them all, I WILL 
GIVE TOU THE KETS ? 

, Anſw. This hath been anſwered already. 

Queſt. 4. Since Chriſt put the Queſtion to them all, why 
did they not all anſwer it * Eſpecially conſidering that a lit- 
tle before, when he asked them, W HOM DID MEN SAY 
THAT HE W AS ? not only Peter, but all the Apoſtles, or 
as many of them as pleaſed, return'd an anſwer. 

y wr 4 I anſwer in the Words of Gaudentizs, When 
Peter alone ſpeaks, the Faith of the reft of the Believers 
is by no means excluded ; but a meet order is kept, while 
the firſt place is deſervedly given to the Prince of the Apo- 
ftles; leſt it ſhould ſeem a ſort of Tumult, rather than 
an Anſwer, had they all anſwered together, or ſtriven which 
ſfbould have anſwer'd firſt *. And the reaſon why all, or 
many of them anſwer'd to the other Queſtion, was, — ago 
becauſe they had a different Anſwer toreturn to it ; one, Perrus, * wn 
one thing ; and another, another thing, according to the quam reliquo- 
different Opinions they had heard of the People. I pro- mn gedents 


ceed now, ditur; ſed con- 
gruus ordo fer- 


__ —— —— —_———— loquendi locus jure deferrur, ne tumulrus quidem 
magis quam reſponſjo vide rerur, fi runc eaverf cerratim ac pariter reſpondiſſene. Tratas. 
quem prima dic Ordinar. ipfius quorund. Civ, Not. exceperunt, B. PP. rom, 4. p. 826, 


Fourthly, To the Teſtimonies of thoſe modern Ro- 
maniſts, the Diſcuſſor quotes for the contrary Opinion. 
They are three, viz. Toftatus, Maldonat, and Fanſenins. 
Thetwo former of which, though they deny, that Pe- 
ter anſwered-in the name of all the Apoſtles ; yet they 
as plainly expreſs, as ever any Proteſtant did, that the 


other Apoſtles had the ſame Faith, and in caſe they had 
ſpoken 


A Diſewſe of 


* Fpoken, wonld have return'd the fame Anſwer, that 


Peter did. 


+ Primum -eft, an id- quod 
Perrus —_— crederent cx- 
teri, & illud reſponſuri cſſent, 
fi oporreret ref; e ? In 
Matth. 16. 57+ 

{| De primo dicendum, quod 
neceſle eſt dici omnes renuille 
eandem confeſſonem quam Pe- 
rrus 3 & fi ſigillarim Chriſtus vo- 
ta corum ſcrutaretur vel pere- 
ret 3; idem finguli_ reſponde- 
- rent, ibid. 

* _-Przvenir Petrus czte- 


ros, & dixir quid. ſentichar ; 


exreri vero videntes,” quod Pe- 
.rrus dixerat id quod ill1 difturt 
.crant,. tacuerunt, &c, ibid, 


Toftatus propoſes this eta; Whe- 
ther the reft believed what Peter anſwered, 
and would have given the {ame Anſwer, had 
it been neceſſary for them to anſwer ? T6 
which he anſwers ; That it muſt be ſaid, 
that all of them held the ſame Confeſſion 
that Peter did ; and if Chriſt had asked their 
Votes ſingly, every one of them would have 
given the ſame Anſwer ||. For which he 
gives four Reaſons, which I ſhall not ſtay 
totranſcribe.A littleafter he ſays,Peter pre- 
vented the reſt, and ſpake what he thought, 
bat the reſt ſeeing that Peter ſaid that which 
they would have fatd, held. their Peace *. 
And 'abour a dozen lines after he adds, 


. in anſwer.to a Paſſage of Cyril, When Cyril [aid that 
Peter prevented the reſt, and*was the Mouth of the whole 
College; it muſt be ſaid, that he was the Mouth of the 
whole College, not' in ſpeaking for them all, but in ſpeak- 


+Cum vero 


dixit Cyrilus pened that the 
prevent Pe- was the fame T. 


rrus- cxfcros, 


0 


ing" that which they all would have ſpoken”; becauſe it hap- 
pinion of Peter and the reſt of the Apoſtles 


fitque 0s totius. Collegii, Dicendum, quod fuir os torius Coliegin, non quidem 
pro omnibus, ſed loquendo id, quod omnes locuturi erantz quia accidit candem efſe ſenten- 


 tiam Petriet czxcerorum. 1bid. 


Maldonat having before confeſſed, that fone ancient 
Authors, -viz. St. Chryſoſtom, St. Jerome, and St. Au- 
giſtin, thought that Peter anſwered nor for himfelf 
alone, but for all the Apoſtles ; to refute the. opinion of 
the Calviniſts (that is the opinion of theie Fathers) 
he. propoſes thoſe Queſtions I have before anſwered; 


and then adds, Therefore all other Authors thought bet- 


ter, 


«RN 
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"is, that Peter anſwered fir himſelf ouly; not thar- the » © 
other ( Apoſtles) did not believe the ſame thing, and © 


would not have ſaid it, if Peter had yot prevented them ; 


but that Peter by a ſtronger Se fe broke 
out into Confeſpog ||. + But then leſt the Cal- 
vinifts ſhould have the Honour of having 
thefe famous Fathers, St. Chry/oſtom, St. 
rom, and St. Auſtin on their (ide, the Je- 
uit adds, 4nd this oxly is that which theſe 


Authors would fegnify, who have ſaid, that” 


he anſwered for them all, and who have calt'd 
him the Mouth of the 4poſtles *. hat is, 
he is ſaid by them to an{wer for then all, 
becauſe having- a greater Faith, he firſt 
burſt out into that Confeſhon which they 
would haye made, had not he. got the 


[| Melius ergo omnes alii ſen- 
ſerunt Auores, Perrum pro fe 
uno reſpondiſſe ; non quod alii 
idem non crederenc, ac dicuri 
eriam fuiſſenr, nifi Petrus pre- 
veniflet; ſed quod Perrus ma- 
jore fide in Confeſſionem pri- 
mus eruperit. Comment, in 
Marth. 16. v. 18. 


. 


* Arque hoc tantum mdica- - 


re AuQores illi voluerunt, qui 


drxerunc illum pro omnibus re- - 
Gm quique cum os Apo= - 
oiorum appellayerunt, ibid. 


ſtart of them. Which is-a manifeſt ContradiQtion to 
thar reaſon the Diſcuſſor gives, why the Fathers ſay, 


he anſwered for them all. 


From this paſſage of HMeldenat, Eſhall obſerve three 


things. 


1. That Maldonat makes theſe two to be di- 


ſtint Propoſitions, which _ A — viz. 
(1.) That Peter anfwer'd for them all. (2.) That 


what Peter anſwer'd was the Faith of them all. 
firſt of theſe he denies ; the ſecond he grants. 


The 
2, The 


eſtions propountded by Maldonat, to overthrow the 
firſt of theſe Propoſitions, the Dſcuſſor produces, as if 


cond Propolition ; whiclt -is a notable In- 
ſtance of his Sincerity. 3. Since Maldo- 
nat alſo. thought, that Chriſt in theſe 
Words, Upon this Rock, &c. promiſed ſome- 
thing great and ſingular to Peter as a Re- 
ward of his Confeſſion F. He thought it 


 hehad defigned them, for the Contutation of the fe- 


f Praterea cui dubium eſt, 


Chriſtum his  verbis, aliquid 
magnum er fingulare, ranquam 
fide1 confeſſonts proemium Pe- 
tro concedere' aur promitrere 
voluille? ibid. col. 349. 


no 


IG. V. 16. 


habebant 3 a! 
merent ſuam hd 
ſtus quzreret et increparet cos, 
er non. preciperer omnibus ur 
' xacerent, Salm, * rom. 4, 3+ 4 
parte traKat. 1. pag. 393- 
* Dicirur ramen pro czteris 
ny reſpoadife, quia uod 
ili fucranc reſponſuri, reſpon- 
der primus. Comment in Con- 
cord. Hiſt. Eyangel. Tom. 2. 
I, 10, C. 22. 


- 00 childiſh Pancy, and beneath the ronceptions of 4 Doftar. Þ 


, 
that Chriſt ſhould propound s Queſtion to s dozen perſons 
which he knew any of them could ſolve, and make honourable 


Promiſes only to him that eck firſt. 
ee: "cited by the Dilaer 
more, whoſe names are famous in the Church of Rome. 
The other ( Apoltles) ſays Salmeron, had the ſame Faith, 
otherways they themſelves would have declared their Faith, 

and. Chriſt would have asked and jebuked 


Ali "our - ' them, and would not have commanded them all 
u 


to keep Silence ||. He is ſaid to have anſwer- 


ones ed for the reſt of the Apoſtles, ſays Barra- 


would have anſwered *. Peter (faith Tiri- 
nus ) as he was firſt conſtituted by Chriſt in 
the College of the Apoſtles, ſo ſurmonnting 


ing, as well IN THE NAME OFTHE 
REST, as in his own Name, as the MOUTH 
OF THEM ALL, He preſently, moſt plain- 


+ In Matth. Jy and boldly anſwered, THOU ART CHRIST, &c. ÞF. 


What ſhall we ſay, if Bellarmine himſelf aſſerts, 
that the other Apoſtles knew this Myſtery, as Well as 
Peter ? So he plainly does: For in anſwer to an Obje- 
Qtion of 1/hyricus he ſays thus, The Faith or Confeſſion 
( viz. of Peter) may be conſidered two ways ; either abſo- 
lutely in it ſelf, or with relation to Peter. The Adverſa- 
ries ſeem to reſolve his Faith to be the Foundation of the 
Church the firſt way, but they are certainly deceived; for if 
is were ſo, the Lord would not have ſaid, Upon this Rock 
TWILL BUILD, but 1 DO BUILD, or I HAVE 
BUILT my Church. For many had already believed, that 
he was the Son of the living God ; as the ancient Pro- 


 phets, the Bleſſed Virgin, Simeon, Zacharigs,' Johri 


the 


ſhall add a few 


dine, becauſe he anſwered firſt, what they 


the reit in Dignity and Zygal, nothing doubt». 


TS che Baptiſt, THE APOSTLES, AND OTHER DISCE 


"25 "A 


PLES||. I koow Belarmine afterwards makes it one of , |8cſpondeo, | 
Peter's Prerogatives, that he alone knew this Myſtery - —hn wm 
by a peculiar Revelation *, But who can help it, if he busmodis poſſe 

confiderar! ; u- 


contradias himſelf ? 


no modo abſo- 


lute, ſecundum ſe, ac ſine relarione ad Perſonam Petri ; alrero modo cum relatione ad Petrum 


&c. de Rom. Pontif. I. 1. C. 10, 
* De Rom, Penrif. 1, 1.C. 19, 


But what ſhall we ſay, if the Diſcuſſor himſelf grant, 
what he ſo ſtoutly denies ? viz. That the ref of the Apo- 
poſtles knew Chriſt's Divinity. This I think he- does, 
in- going about to prove that they did not equally know 
it with Peter Þ. For to ſay that they did not equally know 
it, plainly implies that they indeed knew it. 

' It is alfo obſervable, how wiſely he ſays ; Now if 
the other Apoſtles did equally know it with Peter, and he 
only ſpake their Senſe for them. As if he could not ſpeak 
their Senſe, unleſs they not only kmew it, but equally knew 
it with him: And as if #0 feat their Senſe, were the 
ſame thing, as #0 anſwer for them. For though he could 
not anſwer for them, unlels he ſpake theirSenſe; yet he 
might ſpeak their Senſe, though he did not anſwer for 
them, as Toſftatus, Maldonat, Salmeron, Barradins, &c. 
have determined. 

His diſtinQtion of nominal] and natural Filiation ||, 
hath been already conſidered, and alſo his Quotations 
out of S. Ambroſe. Of the reſt of the Fathers; whom 
he finds acknowledging, Peter firſt to know, and firit to 
confeſs Chriſt”s Divinity * ; there is not one of them, ex- 
cept St. Hilary, who ſays, That he frft knew it; but 
only, that he firſt confeſs'd or publiſh it ; and in ſaying, 
that he firſt confeſs'd it, they imply, that the other A- 
poſtles knew 3+. 

I have faid enough, yea too much to expoſe the va- 

D nity 


+ Pag. 28, 


[[Pag. go. 


* Pag. 91, 


'F Pag. 80. 


{ Pag. 81. 


* Pag, 90, 
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fore being raz'd, the other which depends upon it, falls 

of itſelf. However T ſhall beſtow a few Lines uponit, 

_ x Diſcuſfor may not pretend that he is not an- 
wered, 


SECT. II. 


The ſecond ground he lays of St. Peter's Supremacy 
is, That he knew Chriſt's Divinity by a ſpecial Reve- 
lation. For tho Peter's Confeſſion did exceed that of others, 
yet this, ſays he, was not the ſole reaſon of his Preferment 
and Honour ; but becauſe the Father ſingled him out of the 
Apoſtolick Society, illuminating him with a particular Re- 
velation, &c. | And again, The Father and the Holy 
Gho#t cull him out of the whole Body of the Apoſtles, and 
honour him particularly with a Revelation ||. And again, 
I will never be induc to believe otherwiſe, than that St.Pe- 
ter's Revelation did diſcover to him more than either what 
he or they knew before, otherwiſe it had been of no import *. 
And ſo again and again, asaf he thought he could make 
up what was wanting m proof, by the frequent and 
impertinent repetition of it. | 

I know not any that would izduce him to believe other 
wiſe, than that God revealed this to St. Petey ; that this 
Revelation diſcovered to him more than what he knew 
before ; that all the forces of Man's Wit, all human Wiſ- 
dom, Indaſtry and Sagacity, could never have arrived to it, 
without a Revelation. Nothing of this is the matter in 


- diſpute ; but whether this Revelation was peculiar to 


Peter. And, 
x. I have already ſhewed, that it was not ſo, by 


- proving that his tellow-Apoltles knew the ſame thing, 


and by conſequence had the Revelation of it as well as 
he, 


nity of this firſt Conceit. The prime foundation therts © 


WD PTE ISR TTY RS on 


. he. | And whereas he ays, we may 
.afſert this , by the following Quotations. © There- 
fore 


4 Ie oY" 43 "& >< is. bg 
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2. I have carefully read over all thoſe Quotations, 
and cannot find, that ſo much as one of the Fathers 
quoted, aſſert it: They ſay indeed, that Peter had it by 
Divine Revelation, which is no more than our Saviour 
plainly tells us ; But they do not fay, that he only had 
this Revelation, or uſe any ſuch Words as exclude the 
other Apoſtles. I ſhall inſtance in two or three of his 


. Quotations, that the Reader may ſee how pertinent they 
-are. \.Peter was declared bleſſed, having ſpoken the things 


of God +. Is not this much to the Purpoſe ? Again, he 
pronounces Peter bleſſed, becauſe he received his Kpnowleds 
from the Divine Grace. And is not this every-whit as 
much ? Once more; As the Prince of the Apoſtles wit- 
xeſſeth, who was thought worthy to be proclaim'd bleſſed, 
becauſe the Father revealed it to him. But is it ſaid, 


. the Father revealed it to none but him ? The Diſcuſſor 
-perhaps may fay, this is imply'd, though not expreſſed. 


How ſo ? becauſe they mention Peter only. The reaſon 
of that is, becauſe our Saviour direQed his reply to Pe- 
ter only ; and there was good reaſon why he ſhould do 
ſo, though he meant it to the whole Company, becauſe 
Petey alone. had return'd the Anſwer to his —_—_ ; 
but as he anſwer'd not for his ſingle ſelf, but for them 
all, fo Chriſt's return to him, mult be extended toall. 
For ſince they all knew it, (as has been prov'd) and 
ſince they could no other way attain to this ——— 
thanby Revelation, it might therefore as truly be ſai 
to James and John; Bleſſed art thou James, and bleſſed 
art thou John, for Fleſh and Blood hath not revealed this 
unto thee, but my Father which is in Heaven. And, 

3. This is no more than Ow Origen plainly m_ 

2 


find the Fathers 


T Pag. 80, 


| Tra&. 1. in 


Matth.. 15. 


A Dilconrſe of © | 
If this ſaying, [1 will give thee the Keys of the Kingdom 


even] be common to the re#t; why ſball not likewiſe 
all thoſe things be common to all, both which are ſpoken 
fore, and which follow after, as ſpoken to PETER||? Of 
the ſame Judgment muſt all thoſe Fathers before-menti- 
on'd be, who were of Opinion, that the other Apoſtles 
had the ſame Faith, and would have made'the ſame 
Confeſſion, had not Peter prevented them. - For ſince 
they knew, that this Article of our Faith 'could not be 
known, but by Divine Revelation ; they muſt of Ne- 
ceſſity hold, that all they that knew it had ſuch a Reve- 
lation of it, To which -I may-alfo add, All thoſe 
who affirm that the Promiſe of the Keys was made 
nor only to Peter,:but to'all the Apoſtles, which (as I 
ſhall afterward ſhew ) was the general Opinion of 
the Fathers. 

I might here fairly diſmiſs the Diſcuſlor, for . his 
Foundation failing, whatſoever is built upon it muſt of 
it{elf tumble down. And were indeed both his Suppo- 
ſitions true : Were it true, that the other Apoſtles were 
ignorant of Chriſt's Divinity, and that Petey attained 
to the knowledg of it by a particular Revelation ; yet 
he muſt be a Manof rare Art, who can ſuperſtruQt his 
Supremacy.upon ſuch a battom. For what conneCtion 
is there between -theſe two Propoſitions, Petey firſt 
knew the Divinty of Chritt by ſpecial Revelation, 
therefore Peter hath ſupreme Juriſdiction over the Uni- 
verſal Church ? Is not this Conſequence altogether as 
good, Axdrew knew him to be the Mefſiah betore Peter, 
therefore Andrew was Peter's Superior? And this is 
ſomewhat better, St. Jobs lay in Chriſt's Boſom, - or had 
the uppermoſt place next after Chriſt at Meals, there- 


* fore St. John is the Prince of the Apoſtles > Are nat 


theſe admirable Conſequences ? And yet [| fear we ſhall 
findno better proofs for Peter's Supremacy. But 
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. 4 ia » It is not. much 
material whether theſe Hypotheſes ſtand or fall, fince 
the dire&t Proofs he afterwards produces, both from 
Scripture and the Anticnts, area Foundation that can 
never be ſhaken ; I ſhall proceed to examine the re- 
mainder of his Diſcourſe, though-not-in his prepoſte- 
rous Method. It is an abſurd thing to talk of the Pope's 
Supremacy, as St. Peter's Heir, unleſs St. Peter's Su- 
premaCcy be firſt made out ; I ſhall therefore begin with 
that, and in caſe it appear, that St. Peter was inveſted 
with this paramount Power, it will:then be fit to en- 
gore whether it deſcended-:to the:Biſhop of Rowe as 
15 Heir, $391 > I o0ks vt | 

The Proofs he produces of St. Peter's Supremacy are 
(as I faid before) no; other than-thoſe two Texts of 
Scripture, commonly preſs'd by the Romaniſts to ſerve 
in this cauſe, and the Sayings of ſome Fathers to confirm 
the ſenſe he gives of theſe ; Texts. In the-firit of theſe 
(viz Math. 16:18, 19.) be fancies be is furniſhed 
with a double Argument ; one-from theſe Words, . Thou 
art Peter, and upon this Rock will I build my Church : The 
other, from (theſe Words, Avd to thee mill I give the 


Kyys of the Kingdom of Heaven, ver. 19. 5 {14 


CHAP. IL 


H E firſt inſiſts upon theſe Words, Thow art Peter, 
| and upon this Rock will. T build wy Chargh: Upon 
which he beſtows three Chapters. ſo long a Diſ- 
courſe upon a Rock, ane might well expeCt to find ſome- 
thing at leaſt .of ſolid f onung 3. but alas the whole, 


from 


LY þ 


from the beginning to:the end, is o ay, 
and.it that I am at/a great loſs to find any 
thing that does but look like'an Argument. - For if at 
laſt all ſhould be ted to St. Peter, that he would 
hence infer, it willin no wiſe conclude that __ 
Y 


wy 


Daminion he contends for ; as will plainly appear 
taking a ſurvey of his 4th, 5th and 6h Chapters, 


SECT. I. 


He grants that Chri#t i the primary and principal Foun-' 


| dation of the Church, on whom not only every true Chriſti- 
an, but the Apoſiles and St. Peter himſelf is myſtically ſu- 


* Chap. 4-peredified * ; (by the way, were not the Apoſtles and 
Pag- 1C0, a —_ iſtians? If they were, does not-the 


Diſcuſſor ſpeak- abſurdly, when he {ays, Not enly-every 
trae Chriſtian, but the Apoſtles and St. Peter himſelf, as 
if they were not included 1a the number of true Chri- 
ſtians Need he have-quoted St. _— and St. Cyril 
for this? Was it ever-denied by Proteſtants? Nay does 
he not ſay, that Proteſtants #raduce them, as if they 
went about to deſpoil our Saviour of this Honour ? But 


gOv his read)! 4 inithe Fathers, : he produces their 
Teſtimonies for what we affirm, as well as for what 
wedeny. He might alſo have ſpared his pains inpro- 
ving, chat things ſubordinate combat not one with another, 


& Pag. 101. but ſuppoſe one another Þ ;, were it not, that we ſhould 


not then have ſeen his Learning in the diſtiaRtion of 
fandamentum «No, and fundamentum ov. 

But left his liberal Conceſſions to our Sexviosr, ſhould 
ſeem to derogate from St. Peter's Glory, he puts in this 
caution to ſecure it, That Peter-i not hereby excluded, (by. 

* po means, for then the Pope -is-excluded too) but is 
likewiſe the Roch, but in Subordination and Inferiority to 
Chri |. 


ſo incoherent 


” But though he cites the Fathers to no Pur 


54 * *: © 


ho 


#1]. And:'this alſo, if -it willpleaſe him; -is grant. 
"td by Proteſtants ;' and therefore he is uncivil to the Fa 
thers, in ſummoning! them again 'to bear Witneſs to it. 
poſe, it may 
=_ inpertinent-to note two. things from thoſe here 
cired.” | 
1. He quotes, Tertul-Lib. contra Marc, *. as if it were 
but one fingle Book ;' whereas Tertallians hath written 
five Books againſt Marcion, each of them conſifting of 
a great Number of Chapters. As exaCt is he in the 
Words cited. Tertu/an enquiring the reaſon, why Si- 
Wron's Name was changed to Peter, his Words are theſe ; 
Sed & cur Petrum? Si ob wigorem fidei, multe materie 
folideque nomen de ſuo accommodarent. An quia & Petra 
et lapis Chriſtus ? Siquidem et legimus poſitum eum in lapi- 
dem offendiculi et in Petram ſcandali; omitto caters. Ita- 
que adfettevit cariſſimo Diſcipulorum de figuris ſuis peculi- 
ariter nomen communicare F. Which he thus recites : 


* Pag, 103 


+ Adverf. 


Chriftus Petrum ita vocat, quia lapis & Petra fe eſt, ita- Marc, 1.4-c.13 


i 
que affettavit cariſſimo diſcipulorum de figuris ſuis peculia- 
riter nomen communicare. But I pPretume he took 1t up- 
on truſt, and therefore may be excuſed. 

2. Three of the four Fathers he-quotes, give a rea-, 
ſon of this name, . and the reaſon given by twoof thoſe ' 
three, 1s as applicable to the other Apoſtles, as to Peter. 
So is that of St. Auſtin, Conſortium meretur nominis, qui 
conſortium meretur 'et operis. And {0 is that of St. Am- 
broſe, Reite quia Petra Chriſtus, Simon nuncupatus eſt 
Petrus, ut qui cum Domino fidei ſocietatem habeat, cum 
Domino habeat et nominis Dominici ſocietatem. Now 
ſince the reaſon they give of it, is common to them all, 
we may hence reaſonably conclude, that they thought 
this iEuſtriows Title, as truly applicable to the other Aps- 
ftles, as to St. Peter, 

But 


x #4. 7 
T 
SIT/S! 


-. 2 -/ Bu one thing T- may not. orit, leſt the Diſcu( 


fhoutd think ir-unanfwerable.. Upon a Quotation out, n 


of St.” Baſil, Hom, 28; de Penit. to ſhew, that Peter's © 
being'th& Rock, doth not exclude Chriſt from being ſo, 
he'makes this Remark. *Tis very obſervable here, that 
this Father acknowledges Chriſt, to have made the other 
Apoſtles LIGHTS, SHEEP, and PRIESTS; but he 
{! P. 1033 194+ gyentions but ONE ROCK,, WHICH IS PETER ||. This 
Criticiſm, he adds, may be obſerved in St. Ambroſe, 1ib. 
6. Lace; Ego ſum inquit lux Mundi, &c. And St. Fe- 
rome likewiſe accords berein in his Comments on Abdi- 
* Pag. 104. as, OF. *_ E) 
It is pity this critical Obſervation ſhould be loſt, and 
yet who can help. it? for when theſe Fathers in the 
=> — Places quoted, expreſs Rock and Diſciple 
7 Ileres 597 Morey mii in the fingular number;as he made # Rock, 
} Perra erat Chriſtus, etiam ſays St» Baſil F. He denied.not- #0 his Diſ- 
Diſcipulo ſo hujus vocabuligra- 53/6 the favour of that Name, lays S. Am- 
php x" broſe ||. And the Rock gave to Peter, that 
3. col, 117, he PRI 4 Rock, ſays St. Terom " as, 
y utmoſt they can mean, is no more than 
ut =. p— Abe” one of theſe two things, or both toge- 
ther : 1. That theſe -words, Upon this 
Rock, were direted in particular to St. Peter. Or, 2, 
That this Title (Rock) was given to him as his proper 
Name, though as to its meaning, it might be as truly. 
aſcribed to the other Apoſtles. For ſo far was St. Am- 
broſe from denying that the other Apoſtles were, Rocks, 
that within two lines after the words quoted by the Di{- 
cuſſor, he ſuppoſes that every Chriſtian may and ought 
to be a Rock, for the ſame reaſon as St. Peter was. For 
having ſaid that Chriſt gave him this Name, becauſe he 
* had from the Rock folidity of Conſtancy and firmneſs 
of Faith, he adds,” Therefore do thou endeavour that pr 
alſo 


4 alſo mayhh be « Rock ; therefore ſeek the Rock WE 
pot without - thee, but within thee F, But 7. 
- to have added this, would have defeated 


his deſign in quoting the reſt. St. Jerom 
exprelly ſays 1n the plural Number, That 
Chri#t ss the Rock, who wouchſafed to his 
Apoſtles alſo, that they ſhould be called Rocks, 


| ſaying, Thow art Peter, aud upon this 


Rock will I build my Church ||. Where from 
' theſe words, Thos art Peter, &c. he infers, 
that Chriſt the Rock beſtowed not only 
upon Peter, but upon the other Apoſtles, 
that they ſhould be called Rocks. . What 
i5 now become of this Ob/ervable ? 

We may without danger grant that 
Expolition of S:.. Auſtin he contends 


miratem. Enitere ergo ur & 
ru Petra fis: iraque non extra 
re ſed incra te Perram require 
&c. Ambrof, lib. 6. in E 
Luc. c. 9, col. 117. Edit. Parit. 
I614- , 


[| Perra Chriſtus eft, qui do- 
navit Apoſtolis ſais, ut ipfi quo- 
que Petrz vocencur : Tu es Pe- 
tros, er ſuper hanc Petram zdi- 
ficabo Eccleſtam meam. Com- 
ment. lib 3. in Amos. C. 7. Y. 
I2.. tom. 6, pag. 102, Baſ, 


1553» 


for *; and therefore have no reaſon to court him cap in * ?: 194, 195: 
hand for the other. But when he ſays, that by hi wary- 
ing from his former frequent Explication he deviated 
from $t. Ambroſe who baptiſed him ; he ſays not true, if 
the Comments upon the Epiſtles be St. Ambroſe's which 


the Diſcaſſor quotes as his ;. for he there 
expounds the Rock to be the Confeſſion of 
the Catholick Faith made by Petey *, 
which is in efte&t to expound it of Chriſt. 
But I grant thoſe Comments to be none 
of his. Whether St. Auſtin changed his 
former Expoſition upon a Miſtake ; or 


* Unde dicit Dominus ad Pe- 
trum, Super iſtam Perram zdi- 
ficabo Ecclefiam meam, hoc 
eſt, in hac Catholicz Fidei con- 
teſſione ſtaruam fideles ad vi- 
ram. Comment. Epiſt.ad Epheſ, 
C. 2, Tom, 3. col. 458. 


whether he were no good Hebrician ||, 1s not here perti- || Pag. 106. 
nent to be enquired. In what ſenſe he calls Peter Head 


of the Church,ſhall be afterward ſhewed. 


That in moſt 


perſpicuous terms he acknowledges in ſeveral places of his wh 

Writings PETER's SUPREMACTY, hasnot fo * ©: 197: 

much as ſhadow of proof inany of the places produc'd by 
E | But 


the Diſcuſſor. 
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But St. 4uffiz declares them Wrerched, and Hereticks | 
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that difown him to be the Rock: Thus Agon. Chriſt. he 
calls 'thern miſeri, dum in Petro Petram non intelligunt. 
This is grolly to abufe St. Auſtin, had he conſidered ei- 
ther the Words that go before, or that follow thoſe he 
hath cited, he might have'ſeen that St. Aw/fix could not 
by the Rock in this place mean Peter; for he tells us jutt . 
before, that Peter ſuſtains the Perſon of the Church, and 


+ De Apgone 


that the Keys are given to the Church, when they are given 


Chriſtiano, c, #0 im. To the lame purpoſe are the words that imme- 
30, 31» diately follow . Now could he bear the Perſon of the 


Church built 
the Rock it 


a—_ the Rock, and at the ſame time be 
elf 'upon which it is built ? St. Auſtin 


therefore by the Rock meant Chriſt himlelf ; and by Pe- 
ter the Church of Chriſt, as he plainly expreſles- him- 
ſelf in other places. This Name Peter, lays he, ws im- 
poſed upon him by Chri#t, that by that figure he might ſjgni- 
Serm.13. de fy the Church ; for becauſe Chriſt is the Rock, Peter i the 


Verb. Do 
cund. Matth. 


m.ic- Chriſtian People ||. Again, The Rock was Chrift, upon 
which Foundation even Peter himſelf” is built ; for other 


Foundation can no Man lay, beſides that which i latd which 
is Chriit Jeſus. The Church therefore which is founded in 
Chrizt, received from him the Keys of the Kjzngdom of 
Heaven in Peter, that is, the power of binding and of 


* booſing Sins. 


* Petra erat Chriſtus, ſuper 
quod fundamentum criam ipſe 
rus Eft Petrus; funda- 
mentum quippe aliud nemo po- 
reſt ponere przter id quod po- 
firum eſt, quod eſt Chriſtus ſe- 
ſus. Eccleſia, ergo quze-fun- 
darur 4n Chriſto, &c. TraQat, 
24- in Evyang. Jolannis. 


For that which properly the Charch is in 
Chriit, that by ſtgnification is Peter in the 
Rock; BY WHICH SIGNIFIC A- 
TION CHRIST IS UNDER- 
STOOD TO BE THE ROCK, 
PETER TO BE THE CHURCH*. 
And that this was St. Auftiz's notion of 
the Rock in this place, will farther ap- 
pear if we conſider the'Scope of his Dif: 
courſe, which "was to prove that remiſſion 

| of: 


of Sins 15- tobe obtained in the Church. 
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Let we, fays 
he, not hearken to them, who deny that the Church of God 
can remit all Sins. Then follow the words quoted by 
the Diſcuſſor, Therefore thoſe wretched Perſons, while in 
Peter (that is, the Charch ) they do not underſtand the 
Rock (that is, Chriſt) aud will not believe that the Keys 
of the Kingdom of Heaven are given to 
the Church, they themſelves have lo# them +, — o_ qui 0e- 
They.themſeſves have loſt the Keys, be- x poſe diminere, iam 
cauſe they wo not ge _ they were a—_ gon > ws 
iveryto the Church. And why will the —_ 
= believe this? becauſe in = Churc Sen Ju 
they do not underſtand Chriſt in whom 554miſcrua. De Agone Chri- 
the Church is founded, who hath com- ey 
mitted the Keys to her. 
The next Paſſage is quoted out of St. Auſtin contra 5 
Hereſ. Iſuppoſe he means his Oration de quinque Here 
ſibus, in which there is no ſuch Paſſage, mc in caſe 
it were, it would be altogether as impertinent as the 
former. : 
But that which comes next, he is confident »wa/t gag 
#5, and make us as ſilenced Miniſters, as if the Wolves had 
firſt. ſeen us, Viz. that St. Aultin makes the Succeſſion of 
the Biſhops of Rome, to be the Rock, contra partem dona- 
th. Numerate Epiſcopos ab ipſa ſede beati Petri, ipſa eff 
Petra, quam non vincunt ſuperbe inferorum Porte *. * Pag. 107. 
It_ is well for them, that this muſt filence us,- the 
will then for the future be no more troubled: with ai. 
puting, which is a Work they are very awkard at. 
Bur if this will filence us, how comes it to paſs that we 
were not ſilenced long ſince, this place having been .of- 
ten produced againſt us. The truth is, ſo far is'it from 
topping our Mouths, that it furniſhes us with a new 
Argument againſt Peter's Rk ; Which -when the 
2 Dif 
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Diſcuſſor ſhall: conſider, he may perhaps be ſilenced * 
himſelf ; or ſneak away as ( it is faid ) thoſe Wolves do, 
that are ſeen firſt by Men. Though if I ſhould deny it, 
the Diſcuſſor will not be able to prove, that by the Rock 
is here meant the Succeſſion of the Biſhops of Rome ; 
yet as I have been all along liberal in my Conceſſions, 
{o ſhould I for Argument ſake grant him this allo, it 
will make nothing to the Advantage of his Cauſe. 
For, 
x, If it be granted; yet before the Diſcuſſor can 
hence infer the Biſhop'of Rome's, or Peter's + upremacy, 
he muſt prove, that the Foundation of the Building is 
ever the ſupreme Lord of it. 
2, If it be granted ; yet the Succeſſion of the Ro- 
14x Biſhops, cannot by Virtue of theſe Words, be the 
fole Rock, or any more the Rock, than the Succeſſion of 
Biſhops in any other Apoſtolical Church. This will 
appear, by reſtoring to the Text one little Word (wel) 
which the Diſcuſlor was ſo prudent as to leaveout. St. 
Auſtin's Words are thele. Numerate Sacerdotes VEL 
ab ipſa ſede beati Petri, et in ordine illo Petrum, quis cui 
ſacceſſit wvidete. Ipſa eſt Petra, quam non vincunt ſuper- 
be inferorum porte. From which Words theſe things 
are plain. | 
(1.) That St. Auſtin here uſes the very ſame Argu- 
#.tren. 13.c.3. mentagainſl the Donatiſts, that Ireneus, Tertullian, and 
& 14.053; - ſeveral other Fathers had uſed before, againſt the Here- 
ſeripr. c. 32. ticks of their times, to-prove the Catholick Do&rine, 
Cyprian Ep. ,,;z,. 'The Succeſſion of Biſhops in the Apoſtolical Chur- 
——- pg *ches T. 
(2.) That he propofes the Church of Rowe only as 
a ſingle Inſtance, inſtead of all thoſe Apoſtolical Chur- 
| ches, that might have been mentioned ; As Irenexs-be- 
fore had .done,, who becauſe it would have been tedious 
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to enumerate the Succeſſions of all Churches, brings 
for an example, that of Kome, which was the greatelt 
and moſt famous *, And therefore he ſays not ſimply, 
Numerate Sacerdotes ab ipſa ſede beati Petri, &c, But 
numerate Sacerdotes VEL ab ipſa ſede, &c. Which is 
in effeCt to ſay with Irenews, Becauſe it would be too 
long to reckon the Succeſſions of Biſhops in all thoſe 
Churches, in which the Catholick DoEtrine hath been 
preſerved ever ſince the Apoſtles ; conſult at /eaft the 
Succeſſion of the Church of Rome, from the firſt Foun- 
der of it St. Peter. And therefore, 

3. And conſequently, if it be the Succeſſion of the 
Biſhops of Rome, that he here makes the Rock, he impli-- 
Citely affirms the ſame of any other Apoſtolical Church, 
in which there had been. a. continued Succeſſion 
of Catholick Biſhops ; which is further confirmed, in 
that he elſewhere arguing againſt the ſame Donatiſts, 

joyns the Church of Jeruſalem together with that of 
Rome, and makes the Chair of the former, no way infe- 

rior. in Authority to the latter. If (ſays he to Petzlian ) 

all the Biſhops through the World, were ſuch as thou moſt 
falſely avaſt them to be ;, yet what hath the Chair of the 
Church of ROME done, in which Peter ſate, and inwhich 

at this day Anaſtaſius fits; or of the Church of JERU- 

SALEM, in which James ſat, and in which at this day 
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e longum 
eſt in hoc ralj 
voulumine om- 
nium Eccleſia- 
rumcnumerare 
ſucceſſiones, 
maximX2 & an- 
tiquiſlima, & 
omnibus cog- 
me#, &c, lren, 
l. 3. C. 3. 
Ii.Caſaub.Ex - 
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t Veruntamen 


John ſits, with which we are jojned in Catholick Unity, | 
and from which you by a kd Fury. have ſeparated your: 


1 OmMmnes per. 


orum orbem : 


ſelves+? And therefore, rales eſſenc, | 
quaies vanifi;- 


me criminaris, Cathedra tibi quid fecir Ecclefiz Romanz, in qua Perrus ſedir, & in qua hodie. 
Anaſtaſius ſeder : vel Eccleſiz Hierofolymiranz, in qua Jacobus ſedir, & in qua hodie Johannes 
ſeder, quibus nos in Catholica Unirate conneRimur, & a quibus yos nefario furore ſcparaltis ? * 
Contra Lit. Periliani, L 2. C. $1, 


4. Nothing can hence be inferred for the Supremacy 
of Peter, more than for the Supremacy of James, or. 
any other Apoſtle. E 


[| If. Caſaubv. 
Exercit. 16. n. 


149. P. 540» 


* Pag. 108, 


+ Pag. 110. 
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If any ſhall ask, why St. Auſtin, in caſe hedid not 
aſcribe ſome' preeminence to the Church of Rome, 
ſhould mention rhat rather than the. Church of Antioch 
or Jeruſalem? Or why he did not chuſe to inſtance in 
the Church of Carthage, rather than in any other? The 
Anſwer isobvious, To the firſt, becauſe the Church 


of Rome was at that time the moſt famous, and of 


greateſt eſteem of any Church in the World : To the 
ſecond ; becauſe the Donatiſts objeted againſt the 
Church of Carthage, and other African Churches, that 
the Succeſſion of Biſhops had been in them interrupted 
by Traditors ; whereas they could not pretend this 
againſt the Church of Rome ||. 


SEC Hi. IE 


All that the Diſcuſſor contends for in the next Chap- 
ter is, that thoſe Fathers who aſſert St. Peter's Faith to be 
the Rock, do not thereby exclude his Perſon *. Though 
it were ealy to ſhew ( if their ſenſe be expreſſed by 
their Words) that ſome of them do ; yet I may grant 
him this alſo. And is it not pity, that ſo much La- 
bour ſhould be loſt, as he hath ſpent in the Proof of it ? 
That Theophylat?, Epiphanius, St. Hilary, St. Chryſoſtom, 
St. Cyril, St. Ambroſe, St. Baſil, St. Ferom, St. C yprian, 
Tertullian, ſhould be all ſummon'd to bear Witneſs to 
that, which is not denied ? | 

Though I cannot foreſee any advantage he can take 
againſt Proteſtants from this Conceſhon ; yet when he 
ſays, That to affirm the Church to be built on Peter's Faith, 
is not to bar or diſclude his Perſon, but to ſignify the 
CAUSE why it was ſuperedified on him: Since | have 
already proved, that the ſame Faith was common to 
them all, it plainly follows, for the ſame cauſe, ys 
tac 
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ope's - Supremacy. 


the Church was built upon them all, and not-upon Pe- 


ter only. And the meaning of thoſe Fathers, who 
choſe rather to affirm, the Church to be built upon 
St. Peter's Faith or Confeſſion, than upon his Perſon, 
was not to aſſign the REASON, mhy our Seviour made 
choice of him above the reſt, to build his Church upon (as | 
Dr. Tho. G. tells us) || : 
T have ſhew'd) were of opinion that the other Apo- 
ſtles had the very ſame Faith, that St. Peter made Con- 
ftefſon of. | 

Though all his Quotations are here impertinent, be- 
cauſe that is fo, for the proof of which they are brought ; 
yet becauſe'there may be ſome ſuch Words or Expreſſ- 
ons in ſome of them, as ſhew thele Fathers were of 
Opinion, -not only that the Church was built upon Pe- 
ter's Perſon (which is that, for which he alledges them) 
but (as the Diſcuſſor may pretend) infer their Belief 
of his Supremacy, 1 ſhall therefore examine thoſe which 
make the faireit ſhew this way ; which are one Paſſage 
of Theophylatt, another of St. Chryſoftom's, and thote 
Titles which ſome of them give to Sr. Peter, ſuch as. 
Prince and Head of the Apoſtles, &c. 

Theophylatt, he ſays, introdnces our Saviour, calling 
St. PETER, the next Rock of the Church after — *, 
Though the Word zext, be not in Theophylaft, yer ſup- 

ſe irwere, it would dohim no Service. . For might 
not'Chriſt call him the next to himſelf, for that Priori- 
ty of Order he had 1a the Colledg of the Apoſtles, tho 
he had no Juriſdiction over the reſt ? That Stone which 
lies xex7'to the chiet Corner-Stone, hath it by virtue of 
its-place, any Dominion over the other Foundation-: 
Stones ? Had the Diſcuſlor conſider'd, how Theophylatt. 
ſtood affeted toward the Biſhop of -Rowe's univerſal 
Monarchy, he would have. been ſo wiſe as not to have 
men- 
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Since thoſe very Fathers (as Sc. 


Sermon of 


Peter, p.u8, * 


* Pag. 111... 
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Authority againſt it : For whatſcever opinion he may 
be ſuppoſed ro have had of St. Peter's Supremacy, it iS 
certain he could have none of the Pope's : tor as he was 
contemporary with Michael Cerularias, who excommus:- 
| nicated the Pope with the whole Latin Church, for ad- 
+ Adan. 1051, ding the particle Filiogre to the Creed (as Barronius 
n. 15, 16, 17. hath proved *;) fo it appears by his Comments, that 
he ded with him in that Controverſie. 
But he ſays St. Chryſoſtom confeſſes his univerſal Furiſ- 
dition : How dces that appear? Becauſe he lays, God 
| Pag. 111. et Teremy over oxe Nation ; but Peter over all the World|}. 
A learned Romaniſt ſhall anſwer this. Chryſotom, ſaith 
he, (Hom. 55. on Matth.) ſays, that Peter was to be the. 


the Church, and the Preacher of the Goſpel* But mhen the 

ſame (Chryſoſtom). ſays, that Peter was ſet over the wholy 

* Chryſoſto- World, the meaning is not, that he was ſet over all Chur- 
mus Fom. 55. ches ſimply ; but that he was not to preach the Goſpel to one 


in _— Pe- People only, as Jeremy, - but to every Nation *, 

rum fururum : 

eſſe dicit eo ſenſu fundamentum, qued Eccleſiz Paſtor futurus fit & Evangelii przdicator : Cu® 
yero idem ait Petrum przpoſitum efſe univerſo terrarum orbi, ſenſus non eſt, quod' omnibus 
omrino Ecclefijs, fir przpofitus, ſed quod non uni Populo, ut Jeremias, ſed omni genti Evan- 
gelium-cfſer annuntiaturus, Ellies du Pin de antiq, Eccl, Diſcipl. difſert. 4+ p+ 397. 


But methinks the Diſcuſſor who quotes St. Chryſo- 

flom o often, might have remembred what h@ſays of 

Ce ras St, Paul; The care of divers Nations, ſays 
us #12 e121 non £911 NelP2cg, he, was conimitted to the Angels, but none 
WAX" wo ets durar i tors, of them ſo governed the Nation entruſted 
© rgtey cy Pk to him, as Paul did the W HO LE 
ozy. De laudibus Pauli Apoſtt, WORLD T. To MICHAEL was commit- 
_ hy 5- P- 502. Edic. red the care of the Jews, but to PAUL the 


of Mob nt 3 Teton 1. and the Deſert |. He had not, ſays he, 


the 


mentioned him, for fear of ſuggeſting to his Reader ah i 
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Foundation, in that ſenſe, that he was to be the Paſtor of 


Earth, and the Sea, and the inhabited World, - 
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h {| *the care of one Family, but alſo of Ci» , . ... , . 
y {F + ties, andof Peoples, and of Nations, and FO og pomp | 
5 of the whole World *. Can St. Peter's 4vor, x; 5aoxaigs * arcvudras 
O Dioceſs be of greater extent ? Had Chry- vid Ges Gov. — Wi 
I ſoftom thought him Pau/'s Superior, would +, HG 
|- he not only have affirm'd Paul to be of equal Dignity 
Ws with him, bur plainly intimate that he was in honour 
Jo to be preferr'd before him ? as he does in his Comment 
upon Galat. 1. 18. 
f- Had St. Chryſoſtom taken Peter for the Moharch of 
a the nniverſal Church, would. he have ſet St. Tames 
|: above him in the Council of the Apoſtles at Jeruſalem? 
h as every one will fee he doth, who will but take the 
e. pains torread his 33 Homily on the Ads of the Apoſtles. 
f ' Inſhort, no Man can imagine, that St. Chry/oſfom did 
'E not think, that every other Apoſtle had a Province as 
0. | univerſal, as that of St. Peter, who conſiders, that he 
* makes them Rulers, who had not received Nations, and , _ 
e ſeveral Cities, but had all of them in common the whole F Rx ae 
World delivered into their Hands F. This is I think &4 zune 
_ enough, to znveil thoſe impoſturous Gulleries (to uſe Song PRIN 
- the Diſcuſſor's learned Words ) which ſeveral miſguided $criye. Tom.s. 


Writers (the Diſcufſor for one) obrrade on their eaſie pag. 590- 
Readers, under the umbrage of this eminent Author, by "+ Duc: 


Jo ' fepraving his Senſe, and contorting his meanins ||. . 1145 
f $7 fon thoſe > Titles, which A ," of mA 2 
S theſe Quotations are beſtowed upon St. Peter (as Prince 

e of. the Apoſtles, the Head of the Apoſtolick Quire, &«.) 

4 T ſhall have a more fit occaſion of ſpeaking to them in 

9 the next Section, to which I ſhall therefore refer them. 


SECT: 


+ Pag. 119. 
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I proceed to the ſixth Chapter, where (if any where) 
we haye reaſon toexpeCt ſomething to the purpoſe : His 
Defign here is to ſhew S. Peter's Preeminence, as he is 
the Foundation of the Church above the other Apo- 
ſtles, And yet, 

1. He grants, that all the Apoſtles in reference to their 
Apoſtolick Power, had equal Authority of founding Chur- 
ches in any part of the World; in Relation to their Do+ 
Frine, were equally Orthodox and Infallible: As to what 
concerned their Writings, they were alike Canonical; and 
what appertained tothe Government of all other Chriſtians, 
they were equally PASTORS, HEADS, and RECTORS*. 
This is a large Conceſſion ; if in what appertained to the 
Government of all other Chriſtians, they were EQUAL- 
LY PASTORS, HEADS & RECTORS; then one would 


think, Peter had not a more wniverſs/ Paſtorſpip than: 


they. But we Hereticksare, it ſcems, miſtaken ; For 
wotwithſtanding they were all equal Foundations in theſe Aſ- 
peits, St. PETER was here the only ſole Rock, on which 
Chriſt promiſed to build his Church : the only and the ſole 
Rock t00, But in caſe he were here the ſole Rock, if 
elſewhere the other Apoſtles are Rocks too, what Preemis 
nence doth-this give him above them ? But perhaps he 


did not intend to lay any Streſs upon the word here :- 


Well then, they were equally Foundations, but St. Peter 
was the only Rock; that is to ſay, every one of them 
was a Rock as muchas he; and yet none. of them was 
a Rock but he, Not ſo; for they were equally Foundations, 
in reſpeCt of all other Chriſtians, whereas Peter was the 


" ſole Rock of the Church. Were not then all other Chri- 


ftians the Church ? not the whole, but only part of- it ; 
for 
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for the Church did conſifft, NOTONLYO 
TIANS WHATSOEVER, BUT EVEN OFTHE AP0- 
STLES THEMSELVES : Then the Apoftes, it ſeems, 
were no Chriſtians, ſince beſides all Chriſtians whatſce- 
ver, the Church conſiſted of the Apofles roo; that is, 
it conſiſted of ſuch as were Chriſtians, and ſuch as were 
no Chriſtians. 

It will be ſaid, by al Chriſtians whatſoever, he means 
no more, than all other Chriſtians whatſoever, beſides 
the Apoſtles. Be ito; the Apoſtles then were built u 
on Peter, but all other Chriſtians, upon Peter, and the 
reſt of the Apoſtles jointly. But how could the Apo- 
files be built upon Peter, ſeeing they were built (were 
both Diſciples of Chriſt, and Apoſtles) before this 
Promiſe was made to Peter, whereas nothing was built 
on him, but what was to be built afterit. 

He adds, If they (viz. the Apoſtles) were Founda- 
tions, they were ſub Petro, et poſt Petrum. If they were 
Foundations ſub Petro, then Peter was built upon them : 
let it be therefore poſt Petrum, whom our Saviour to pre- 
ſerve Unity, choſe out of the Apoſtolick College, and with 
his own Hands, laid NEXT TO HIMSELF F. Chrif 
then as the Foundation of all (even of Peter too) 1s 
laid firſt, Petey is laid next to Chriſt, the other Apoſtles 
are laid upon Peter, and one upon another in their re- 
ſpeQive order ; let us ſuppoſe, in the order, in which 
they are mentioned by St. Matthew, Andrew is laid next 
to Peter, James next to Andrew, John next to James : 
Now in this order, as Petey is the Foundation of 


the other eleven Apoſtles, fo Andrew is the Foundation - 
of ten, which are laid upon him, James is the Foun- 


dation of nine ; and fo at laſt, Peter's being the ſole Rock 
upon which the Church was built, amounts to no more 
thanthis, that one Stone more was laid upon Peter than 

F 2 upon 
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fon Andrew, and two more upon Peter, than updn 


Church, all ſave Peter, being built upon Andrew, An- 
drew was ſupreme. Head of.all, ſave Peter- himſelf: 


James was Jupreme Head of -all, except Peter and Ay- 
drew, &c. And' ſo the. Church .had as many ſupreme 
Heads as. there were:Apoſtles. And. is this at length 
all that Excelleney of Power they aſcribe to St. Petey ? 
The Reaſons he gives, why Chriſt made Petey the 
only Rock are, . 1. Becauſe he did. HERE engage himſelf 
by Promiſe ſolely to him, to build his Church on. him, upon 
his peculiar Confeſſion of his Divinity, which the Apoſtles 
till they had learnt it of him, were ignorant of. The 
Foundations of which reaſon. have been already razed. 
2. That what our Saviour replid' to. his Confeſſion. (to 
paſs over thoſe Elegancies wici{im T d\' «mpriſppsputrcs) was 
reciprocally direfted to him only ( the Proxouns Tu and Tibi 
excluding Plurality and Partnerſhip) not only as an Appro- 
bation, but as a Reward, From the Pronowns Txand 
Tibi, no more can be inferred, than that he in particu- 
lar was entituled tothele Promiſes ; not.that the other: 
ſtles. were. excluded ;. nor is there one,word to ex- 
clude themin thoſe ſayings of St. Chryſoftom and St. Cyril. 
he afterward quotes to, this Purpoſe. Ir is one thing to, 
ſay, Chriſt here promiſed Peter only to build his Church, 
upon him ; another thing to ſay, Chriſt here promiſed 
Peter, that he would build his Church on biz oh, ; 
and no other.; Though the Promiſe was here.dire&ed. 


- what, is, here promiſed, was afterward conferc'd upon 


ly occur in the Holy Scripture. But 


eames. Again; If the meaning of the Churches being 
built on Peter and his Succeſſors, is, that he and they are- 
I Pag. 137. ſupreme Heads of the Church ||. Then the univerſal . 


Andall —_— Peter and Andrew being built upon James; _ 


to_Peter only, yet nothing is more manifeſt, than that . 


the other Apoſtles. | Inſtances of a like.nature frequent- . 


HE md od C. 


" to nad dt Ci cinooas 
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But what if this Gentleman preſently contradiQs 


himſelf, 2ad yields, that Peter-is not -the ozly Rock ? 


This he certainly does, if he grants there are other 
Rocks beſide him ; and he muſt of neceſſity granstthis, 
when he ſays, God did deſtine him to be in a more peculiar 
excelling manner the T HE ROCK, on whom he would build 
his Charch *. For could he be the Rock, in a more excelling 
manner, unleſs there were other Rocks whom he excel- 
led ? Thus after his bold -Advance; he cowardly re- 
treats : 'The ſole Hock, is now put the more excelling 
Rock ; Chriſt promiſed to build his Church not on him 
only, but on him more eminently, or on him in a more ſig- 
pal and remarkable manner 3 as he alſo expreſſes it F. 
And in this Dr, Tho. G. concurs with the Diſcuſſor. 
For having before given St. Jerom's Paraphraſeupon the 
Words, he adds, By which it appears that our Saviour, 
when he gave to SUMON the Nameof PETER, that 
is, « ROCK, made him the Rock on which he wonld build 
his Church, and that in a more eminent manner, than any 
other of the Apoſtles ||. 
the Rock, when he gave him the Name of Petey, then he 
made him ſo before, and by conſequence not at the ſame 
time'when he ſaid to him, Thou art Peter, &c. as the 
Do&tor affirms in the Page immediately foregoing ; for 
it is certain he gave him that Name before; Mark 3. 16. 
John 1. 42. But let us ſee what their proofs are, T fear 
we ſhall find nothing of the ſolidity of the Rock in them. 
1, The .DoQor ſays, That this # every where affirm'd 
by the ſame holy Dottor (St. Jerom) giving him the Ti- 
tles of PRINCE, CHIEF, HEAD, and GREATEST 
OF THE APOSTLES. I grant, that St. Jerom gives 


123, 


him theſe Titles ; but abſolutely deny, that he meant 
pnamagy that Chriſt built his Church more eminently 


upon 


im, that is (as he interprets it) gave him a 
Pre- 


Y Pag. 24. 


+Pag, 119, & 


By the way, if he made him j97"no/8: 


Diſcourſe 


Preeminence of Power over the other Apoſtles. "The 
Reaſons of my denial are theſe; 1. Becauſe in that 


very place where he ſays Peter was conſtituted the Head, 
he alſo ſays, What is ſaid of Peter ( Matth. 16. 
17, 18.) « is another Text affirm'd of them all, and 


* Ar dicis, ſuper Petrum 
fundarur Ecclefia, licer id ipſam 
in alio loco ſuper omnes Apo- 
ſtolos fiat, 8 cundti claves regni 

.Cxlorum accipiant, & ex 7quo 
ſuper eos Ecclefrz forrirudo ſo- 
liderur : ramen propterea inter 
duodecim nnus. eligitur, ut ca- 


pite conſticuro Schiſmaris colla- 
Tur occaſjo. Adverſ. Jovinian, 
L. 1, C. 27. PÞ. 33. Ed. Baſil. 


A553» 

3 Bear delatum eſt, quia 
Petrus ſenior erat, - ibid. 

[| Perrus Apoſtolus eſt, et Jo- 
hannes Apoſtolus : marirus, er 
virgo, ſed Petrus Apoſtolus tan- 
tum , Johannes et Apoſtolus, 
et Evangeliſta,et Prophera,ibid. 


* Quid Platoni er Petro ? Ut 
Ille enim Princeps Philoſopho- 
rum, ita hic Apoſtolorum fuir, 
ſuper quem Eccleſia Domini 
ſtabili mole fundata cft. Ad- 
ver\. Pelag. l. 1. C. 2. Tom. 2. 


P- 265, 


that the ſtrength of the Church i eftabliſh'd 
upon them EQUALLY *. And if equally 
upon all,then not more eminently upon St. 
Peter than the reſt. And though he gives 
the firſt place to Peter, by Reaſon of his 
Age +: Yet he tells us, that he was only an 
Apoſtle, (and by Conſequence had no Ju- 
riſ{dicion over the reſt ) and that St. John 
the youngeſt, was upon ſeveral accounts 
to be preferred before him: PETER, 
faith he, was a» Apoſtle, and JOHN was an 
Apoſtle; but PETER was an APOSTLE 
ONLY, John was AN APOSTLE, AND 
AN EV ANGELIST, AND A PRO- 
PHET ||. 2. Becauſe St. Jerom ſo ex- 
plains his meaning, when he calls him the 
Prince of the Apoſtles, as to exclude all 
pretence to Authority over them. 'For a 
Plato, faith he, was the Prince of the Phi- 
loſephers, ſo Peter was of the Apoſtles *, 


Now TI appeal.tothe Do&tor,whether Plato had Domini- 
' +Caſaub.Ex- 0NOver thereſt of the Philoſophers. In ſuch a large ſenſe, 
excir, 15. Dia- did St, Ferom (and the reft of the Fathers) uſe the Ti- 


e1 1b. 12.P.271, 
272, Edit, 
Franc. 151%. 
Forbes. In- 

ſtru&. Hiſtori- 


:21>tle Prince, ſo as to denote any ſort of Eminency. And 
the utmoſt he could mean by it, was no more than this, 
that Peter was the firit of the Apoſtles, Princeps and 


co-Theolog, 1, Prizmus in ancient Authors, being Words of the ſame 
15.c, 1.Suice- Sjignification, (as many learned Men have ſhew'd +.) 
xi Theſaur. Ec- 

clefiaſt. in yo- 
cc ITsTE%S- 


This the Diſcufſor will be forc'd to grant, who once and 


again 


FY 
| Pag. 112; 
114» 


the Pope's Supremacy. 
in renders Tp&rw 4 Amor (the firſt of the Apo- 
ſes) by the Prince of the Apoſtles ||. To the fame, 
ſenſe are the other Titles, chief and greateſt of the Apo- 
fer, to be underſtood, and therefore it is needlefs to 
fy any thing of them diftinctly. 

2. But St. Paul being to prove, that Chrift our Lord 
tranſcended all the Quires of Angels in the EXCELLEN- 
CY OF HIS NATURE, thonght it a convincing Argu- 
ment to alledoe, that he had obtained a more EXCEL- 
LENT NAME THAN T HET, foraſmuch as our Lord had 
ſeid to HIM, and tonone of THEM, in the ſecond Pſalm, 
THOU AKT MYSON, THIS DAY H#*VET BEGOT- 
TEN THEE. And thoſe muſt think this Argument of 
Sr. PAUL to be of no force, who when they hear our Savi- 
our ſay to SIMON THE SON of Jonas, and to none 
other of the Apoſtles, THOU ART PETER, AND 
UVPONTHIS ROCK, I WILL BUILD MY CHURCH, 
tan think that ſome SINGULAR PREROGATIVE was 
not meant by it, to be communicated to him, in which he 
ſhould EXCEL the reſt of his Brethren *. Would then * Serm. of 
the Do&or prove, that Perer tranſcends all Orders of S* Peter, pag 
Men in the excellency of his Nature, as Chriſt did all the *** 
Quires of Angels ? No, but in ſome ſingular Prerogative. 
But if the Apoſtle concluded from the excellency of 
Chriſt's Name, the tranſcendent excelency of his Nature, 

I cannot apprehend (ſuch is my dulneſs) how by vir- 
tue of the Apoſtle's reaſoning from the Excellency of Pe- 
ter's Name, follows a ſingular Prerogative. 

Bur be it ſo, that « ſingular Prerogative is hereby 
meant to Peter, (though it does not follow from the 
Apoſtle's Argument ) mult it be this of univerſal Head- 
ſhip? Why not ſome other of thoſe twenty eight Prero- 
oatives enumerated by Bel/armine ? Particularly, why 


not the 23th, that he firſt preach'd ro the Jews, after the 
Deſcent 


wr 


+ De Rom. Deſcent of the holy Ghoſt, and by that firſt Sermon tons | 
Pontif. 1. 1.c. verted 3000 ? 
22. the firſt Miracle for the Confirmation of the Chriſtian 


+ Or why not the 14h, that he wrought 


[1bid. Faith |? Or why-.not the 17th, that - he firſt preached ts 
* Ibid, the Gentiles * ? Eſpecially conſidering, that as prepa- 
ratory to this, he had that Viſion, in which it was ſaid 
to him, Ariſe Peter, kill and eat, which ſeems to ſome 
Men a plain Proof of his Headſbip : For it being the 
Property of .the Head to eat, and by eating to tranſmit the 
meat to the Stomach ; hereby is ſignified, that Peter AS 
HEAD OF THE CHURCH, was to convert Infidels, 


+ Nam capitis eſt manducare, 
& per manducationem trajicere 
cibum in ſtomachum, er illum 
fibi incorporare, Significarur 
enim hac meraphora Petro con- 
venire, ut ipſe ranquam Caput 
Eccefiz Infideles convertar, ct 
efficiar membra Eeclefiz. De 
Rom. Ponrif. |. 1, c. 22, 


and make them Members of the Church +. 

And why muſt, Theu art Peter, &«. 
denote ſome Prerogative to be communica- 
ted? Why not ſome Excellency already 
communicated ? Why muſt Rock be re- 
ferred to Dominion, and not rather to 
ſome inherent Property of a Rock, as it 
always is, when 1n the Scripture and by 


[1F. Caſaub. the Fathers, it-is uſed in a metaphorical ſenſe ||? 


Þxercit. 15. 


—wor ogg And.yet after all, I ſee no more reaſon to conclude, 
291, 292, that any ſingular Prerogative was hereby meant to be 
communicated to Peter, than to James and John, when 
our Lord ſurnam'd them, and no other of the Apoſtles 
BOANERGES, If it be ſaid (as Iknow it is) that 
this was tothem a ſurname only. I anſwer ; ſo was the 
name Peter, a name only ſuperadded to his former, Si- 


* John 13. 6, 9, 24. John 
18. 10, 15, 25+ John 20. 2,6. 
John 21, 2, 3, 7, 11, 15+ 1 Pet. 


I. I. 
+ Matth. 17.245. Marc. 14. 
37. Luke 22. 31, Lake 24-34- 
| Ats 10, 5, 18,3 2+ AS 11, 
I 3 


mon ; for he ever retain'd that name, and 
therefore frequently afrer this, is called 
ſometimes Simon Peter *: Sometimes 
ſimply, S;mon T: And Peter is expreſly faid 
to be his Surname ||]. And 'the reaſon 
why wedo not find the Sons .of Zebedee af- 
terwards call'd by that name Boeyerges, 


may 


=" | 'the Pope s Sth end YM 
RE 2 guy be, becauſe. it was given in common to them both, 
F t they could not thereby be diſtinguiſhed. the one 
from the other, as' Simon was from all the reſt of the 
Apoſtles by his came Peter. 
Again, ſuppoſe Chriſt ſaid here to Simon, and to 
none other of the Apoſtles, Upon this Rock I will, &c. Can 
any, ſingular Prerogative be hence concluded, if at ano- 
ther time he ſaid the ſame in effeCt to every one of them ? 
as he certainly did, when he faid toevery one of them, * warth, 28, 
” Go teach all Nations, baptizing them, &c.* Go into all 's: 
the World, and preach the Goſpel to every Creature F. + Mark. 16. 

's But I think I need ask no more Queſtions, to expoſe '5: 

T. | the weakneſs of this Argument, 

BY Which becauſe the Diſcuſſor hath improy'd by ſome 

& | additional Strength, I ſhall therefore conſider what he 

Y | fays, before I proceed with the Door. 

= There can be, ſays he, no other Reaſon aſſigned, why 

0} Chrift of all his Diſciples chang'd only Peter's Name (he 

it } did not change it, but only added another name to it) 

J | for a name that did denote a ROCK, but that by this An- 
tonomaſtical, (T wiſh this hard word do not fright the 

” | Reader) Appropriation of that Word to him, he did de-' 

'- | ftine him to be in 4 more peculiar excelling manner THE 

nf ROCK, on whom he would build his Church ||. What? | $:.Perer's 

5 | can there be noother Reaſon aſſigned, when within leſs Fr urr/ 

E {- than four lines after, he himſelf ſays, T find that there \,x;, 4 

© | be twoeſpecial reaſons, why Peter had this new Name ; one 

q is for bis firm Faith. He is the-moſt lucky Man at con» 

1 | cradifting himſelf, that ever I met with. And this 

” | other Reaſon he here aſſigns, is that which is commonly 

> | given by the Fathers : For to St Chryſoſtom, whom he 

1 | | : 
alledges for it, I could add (were it needful) a great 

: many more. 
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' But the chiefeſt Reaſon, ſays he, (and therefore not the- 
only Reafon) why ht was called ſo, was becauſe by that name; 
Chrift diſcovered his Intention of building his Church os - 

*-Pag. 122+ Hip *, This is not the thing to be prov'd, but that 
Chriſt hereby diſcover'd lus Intention; of- buitding his 
Church more eminently. upon him; thag on anyother 
of the Apoſtles. And this he fairly flips over, and of ' 
all the Fathers (viz.. Cyril, Origen, Jerom, . Hilary, 
Tertullian ) whom he here quotes, not one of. them. 
_ ſo much as one Word that gives the leaſt Intimation- 
OT It. 
But what follows next, is, he tells us, not andeſerving 
+Pag. 122. of an Aſterisk +, . Tam the more heartily glad on't, be- 
cauſe. we have met with: nothing hitherto, but what 
has "deſerved an Obelus. The other Apoſtles are call d 
©tutno, which is communicable as well to PETER as to 
any of the reſt ; but he beſides that Name common to him 
with the other, had his new Name PETRUS appropriateto 
himſelf. But what is it in this Obſervation, .that ren- 
ders it ſo conſiderable ? *Tis this, ems ſignifies « Foun- 
dation in general, it may be of Wood, Wool-Sacks, Straw, 
Hay, or any. ſuch evaned matter, and accordingly the Sees 
of the other Apoſtles have been detriumph'd, ſtooping to 
the inſulting Conqueror, and yielding to the Pollutions of 
undermining Hereſy : But PETER ſignifies ſuch a Foun» 
IPag. 132: dation as is fix'd 0n 4n aver nable. Rock, &c.\||. Inwhich ' 
| paſſage I obſerve. ſeveral things, which (ro. uſe the | 
Gentleman's own Word's) are not andeſerving of an | 
Aﬀerisk. | 
:., We have herea Foundation of Strav or Hiy. A 
new fort of Foundation for « Houſe, whiety he has not 
borrowed from his Maſter Belarmis ; let him there- 
fore have the honour-of- the Invention. ; 


5o- 
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_ That 


. 2, That all che other Apoſtles were Foundations bf 
TVood, Straw, Or Hay; for he gives thisas the Reaſon 
why their Sees have been detriumph'd, fooping to the in- 
ulting Conqueror. This methinks does not well agree 
with St, John's Deſcription of the Chriſtian Church, 
(whoſe Writings he yet grants are as Canonical as 


© St. Peter's) for he repreſents none of the Apoſtles as a 


Log of Wood, or a Bundle of Hay, but every one as a 
Stone, aSa preciow- Stone in the Foundation of the Wall 
of the New Jeruſalem. And if in reſpeCt of all other 
Chriſtians (as he grants) the _— were equally 
Foundations, then St. Peter himſelf was a Rock in re- 
ſpe& of the Apoſtles only, but a Foundation of Wood 
or Straw, with reſpe& to thoſe other Chriſtians that 
were built upon him. | 
© 3. How can this be the Reaſon why the Sees of the 
other Apoſtles have been detriumph'd, ſecing they were 
not only. founded ſeverally upon their refpettive =» 
or 


fles, but all of them jointly upon Peter himlelf ? 


tho the other Apoſtles were Foundations with reſj 
to other Chriſtians ; yet they were but the hs 
Qture (as he would have it) with reſpe& to St. Peter 
who was the Rock upon which the Apoſtles themſelyes 
were built, and by conſequence all the Chriſtian Chur- 
ches that were built upon.thema, 

But it may perhaps be ſaid, Tho Peter was indeed a 
Rock, yet a Foundation of Straw being laid upon him, 
this intermediate Foundation failing, the SuperſtruQure 
muſt fall too. True. But may we not as wilely argue, 
Though Chrift was indeed a Rock, yet Peter was but 
a Foundation of Straw, laid&pon him the primary Foun- 
dation, ſince his See hath been fo often derrinmph'd, yield- 
ing to the Pollutions of undermining Heref+ ; witneſs 
Pope Liberius, Honorixe, on other Heretical Po r | 

w A 


* Pag, 123- 


thing to the contrary, but 'Peter himſelf may be as'e- 
wanid a Foundation'as any of his Fellow-Apoſtles. For, 

4. Peter, he lays, femifie ſuch a Foundation as is fix- 
ed upon an inexpugnable Rock. Peter then is not now 
the: Rock it ſelf, but only a Foundation fixed upon it. 


And why may not a Foundation of Wood be ſo? And. 


yer R ; 
<. In the:next words Peter is again tranſubſtantiated 
into a Rock, and ſuch « Rock as is not only able to repel the 


lard Sarges of the "aſpiring Sea, but can walk on the 


back of its towering Waves*; This is really an egregions 
ſurpaſſing Rock. A Rock that can walk.!*A Rock that 
can walk upon the back of Waves; A Rock that can walk 
on the back of towring Waves ! And which makes the 
wonder flill greater, « Rock immovable ! an immovable 
Rock, walking on the back of towring Waves. If Peter 
be ſuch a Rock, I grant him to be the /ole and oxly Rock 
of this kind. And who can queſtion but fuch a Roek, is 
able to evacuate all the Plots of HelP's Divan, and naufr a= 
gate all the luxid Deſigns of impoiſoned Hereticks. Old 
excellent !. 
Bur briefly to ſhew the vanity of this Criticiſm; 

1/, The difference he makes between o:ui\iG- and 
ntregs, hath not ſo much as any ſeeming Foundationin 
Scripture.. 

2aly, It is. plainly inconſiſtent with the uſe-of theſe 
words by the Fathers. For as they commonly call Pe- 
ter ©tuanio-, fo _ give the- name ntreg (Rock) to 

the other Apoſtles. The Author of the 


+ Tp's ug, 4 oe Soom Homily of the twelve Apoſtles attributed 
| rome whe Fiz” to St. Chryſoſtom; calls them all the Rock 
Duod. Apoſt. 
Eront, Duc. . 


tom. 6, Edir. of the Church +. St. Jerom, in the place 
fore-cited, ſaith, Chri#t is the Rock; and 


he 


And therefore if what he next aſſerts be'true; I ſee no-- | 


4 "'u 7 


'rhar "eh 


be vave to his Apoſtles, ſhould be 
bs Rocks ||. And upon theſe words, 


The Rocks were rent. The Rocks, ſays 
he, were the hard Hearts of the Ger- 
tiles, Or, the Rocks were the Predicti- 
ons of the Prophets, who both themſelves 
with the Apoſtles received the name of 4 
ROCK, from the ROCK, Chriſt *. Nor 
is this name given to the Apoſtles only, 
but Chryſoffom calls St. Srephen, the ratio- 
al Rock F. Yea this Title is not only by 
Orizen, but by other Antients applied to 
every ſound. Believer : As by St. Ambroſe 
(in the place before-quoted). And Greg. 
Nazianzen gives a reaſon why. they are 


#4 
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» f Pea Chriſtus eſt qui do- 
it ut 1 . 
Petrz vocencur, Gus b 
Amos 6, v. 12. 


* Er Petrz ſciflz ſunt, dura 
corda Gentilium ; five Perz, 
u niverſa vaticinia Propherarum 
qui er ipft a Perra Chriſto cum 
Apoſtolis __ vocahulum ac- 
ceperunte, &c, Hicron, Hedibiz 
Queſt. 8. 

+ Ti mim + Toes incivus 
? Avail; wirum” ay Jorarnd Ty 
FLO 


|| "Oz N eirar Tirex + m- 
Tyas xeimns fiat *9 us Calne 


call'd by this name ||, Ir is therefore no ##%» ©*. Orar. 28, 
diſmounting of Pater from his due Honour, to ſay the 
other Apoſtles were Rocks. But, 

athly, F-ask, what is the meaning of ecwuia'G-, when 
Peter is ſo called ? Does it ſignify ſometimes a Rock- 
Foundation, ſometimes a Foundation of Wood, ſome: 
times of Straw, or Hay ? No ſurely, when St. Peter is 
called by this Name, it ever denotes a Rock, an immo- 
wable, an inexpugnable Rock. And Ty not ſo, when 
it is abſolutely without any leſſening adjun&, without 
any note of diſtin&ion, attributed tothe other Apoſtles ? 
When the twelve Sons of Jacob are called the twelve 
Patriarchs (as the twelve Apoſtles are called the twelve 
Foundations) would not he deſerve to be laugh'd at, 
who ſhall ſay, that the name Patriarch, when attribu- 
ted to Reuben, hignihes a Princely Father, but when af- 
cribed to Simeon, denotes a Subjet-Father ? And is not 
he as ridiculous, who ſhall ſay, that by this word Foun- 
dation, when affirmed of Peter, is meant a Rogk, when of 
James 


| 2 


of Andrew 2 
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Tames a W vol-ſack; whea 


tay no nfbre to expoſe the folly of this groundleſs fancy 
I ſhall therefore <a tO che Poſtor : 


3. The Apoſtles themſelves, he fays, wader ſtood it tabe 
ſo. This he dares not ſtand to, and- therefore adds, at 
* Sewn. of St. [egft after the coming of the Holy Ghoſt : Why not before 


by theſe Words, Thou «rt Peter ? &c. It ſeems his mean- 
ing was ſo obſcurely expreſſed, that it could not be un- 
derſtood without p of a Miracle. But .how 
does it appear, that the Apoſtles -underſtood ito after 
the. coming of the Holy Ghoſt ? The four Regiſters left 
us of their Names, are ſo many Anthentick Teſtimonies to 
inform s ; the firſt by St. Matth. .c, 10.v. 2. The ſecond 
by St. Mark, c. 3. v. 16. &c. For although St. ANDREW 
were before St. PETER is divers reſpet#s, &c. Tet PE- 
TER by all the foreſaid Evangelifts, is evermore ſet before 
ANDREW, and the reft of the APOSTLES. But if St. 
Paul's Teſtimony be as Azthentick as that of the Evenge- 
lis, then this Argument is as good againſt Peter's S#- 
premacy, That St. Paul when he names him with other 
Apoſtles, .never puts him firſt, but ſometimes laſt ; As 
+ x Cor. 9. $- the Brethren of. the Lord and Cephas FT. I am of Paul, I 
j x Cer. 1. 12, of Apollos, 1 of Cephas ||. w vain this Argument 
is, we may learn from a Gentleman of the Roman Com- 
munion : It s (faith he) with very little Reaſon, that 
they make an Argument of this, to prove his Royalty in the 
Charch. In SPAIN where the moſt honourable walk the 
laft, they will not fail to allege the Places where St. PE- 
TER is named the laſt ; as in that Paſſage, where it is 
ſaid, TAM THE DISCIPLE OF PAUL, ANDIOF 
APOLLOS, AND. I OF CEPHAS. For I remember 
that at PARIS, mhere they a little better underſtand Drui- 
pity than in SPAIN, a good Biſhop and an Abbot that 
aid 


? I nee 


Per. P- 24+ the coming of the Holy Ghoſt, if our Saviour meant it | 


| 


tea as ©... ts i. i. i. 26 21 in ©. 2 5. On 
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the Davy CR 

4d nidintain, that the Paſſage where it ir ſaid that James 
Peter and John are reputed Pillars of the Church, a 
well the Primacy of St. PETER : Por ſaid the Biſbop, 


when three worthy Perſons walk together, they always put 


the moſt honourable in the middle. This is what is com * Ainſi © eft 
monly ſaid, that an Advocate well paid, always finds the Peet wp 
cauſe of his Client good . on fait un ar- 

| ' gumene de cela 
pour prouver (a rogaute dans I' Egliſe, En Eſpagne ol les plus hanorables marchene les ho 
niers, on ne manqueroir pas de alleguer les leux od $ Pierre eſt nomme le dernier, comme 
dans le our il eſt dir. Je ſuis Diſciple de Paul &e.. Moyers ſurs et Honneſtes pour lg. 
Converſion de tous les Hereriques, Þ. 15, 17. 


But St. Matthew not only puts him in the firſt place, 


| but expreſly grues him the Title off PRIMUS, &c. And 


there is another remarkable Circumſtance in the aforeſaid 
Catalogues, that whereas the other Apoſtles are never na- 
med in order, but differently, not only by different Evange- 
lifts, but by one and the ſame, &c. Tet PETER is every 
where ſet in the Head of the Catalogue, and preferr'd before 
them all; which certainly cannot be imputed toCHANCE, 
or the WILL of the Writer, bus to the particular Diretti- ,\ > 
on of the Holy Gho#t F. We do not impure thisto Chance, 24, 25. 
6r to the i] of the Writer, but- ſuppoſe there was a 
fpecial Reaſon for it ; but this Reaſon we ay, was his 
Primacy of Order, not any Superiority of Power over the 
reſt of the Apoſtles. He is Primws who hath the firſt 

lace in any Society, and for that Reaſon is expreſly 

© call'd, and put in the Head of the Catalogue, as the 
DoQor very well knows. And this (place St. Peter en- 
joy'd while our Saviour lived'on Earth, but after his 
Aſcenſion to Heaven, Fames the Brother of our Lord | Eu. rig. 
was ſet above him : For he (as Exſebiws and St. Jerom Ecclel. l.2.c.n, 
tell us, IM was choſen by the Apoſtles, yea by Peter  — 
bim{lt as well as 'the relt' (as Clemens of | Alexandyis in jacoo 
tells us*) Biſhop of Jeruſalem, and preferr'd before — 
them Euf.1.2.c.1, 


# 1 ' 4” x 


in-this order, Jawes, Peter, and John ; James firlt, as * 
"the Brather ot-our Lord, - and Biſhop -of Feru/elem ; 
Peter next, as the firſt of the Apoſtles under James, as 
” hehad been before the firſt. under Chrift.; and John next? 
as the beloved.Diſciple. The like order was obſerved 
tm the Synod of the Apoſtles at Jeruſalem ; For as it was - 
the Cuitom in ſuch Afemblies, for him that was firſt; 
ro ſpeak laſt; ſo we accordingly find, that James as 
, Prelident of that Council obs laſt, ſumm'd up all 
* that Petey had ſaid before him, and gave the final Deter- 
mination, 441d ty@ xgiva, Wherefore I judg, or give Sen- 
temee F. Hence it was, that the Synodical Decree 
was drawn up in the words of St. James ; hence alſo, 
that when Peter was deliver'd out of Priſon by an An- 
el, he commanded the Diſciples to ſhew it- unto 
[| Ats 12.17- YZ AMES and the Brethren ||. And that when St. Paul 
* A&s 21, Came to Jeruſalem, he went the next day to James *. 
Now though I think it may be convincingly proved, 
that this James, was James the Son of Alpheus,yet I need 
not inſiſt upon that, begauſe if it was not he, but ano- 
ther of the ſecond rank of the Apoſtles, (as ſome con- 
tend) the Argument will be yet the ſtronger againſt St. 
Peter's Supremacy. 
It is an Argument that the Fathers aſcribed no ſuch 
Authority to St. Peter, in that what he produces from 
them for the Proof of it is nothing to the purpoſe; .as 
will.appear-by the recital of it. When St. Paul ſays of 
himſelf, Gal. 1.18. that he went to Jeruſalem on pur- 
poſe to ſee PETER, St. AMBROSE, (or the Author of 
the Commentaries, &C,) gives this reaſon of it ; becauſe 
he was PRIMUS INTER APOSTOLOS, CUI DELE- 
\ - GAVERAT SALV ATOR CVURAM ECCLESIAKUM, 
4 The FIRST AMONG THE APOSTLES TO Nan 
| OU 


+ Afts 15. 19+ 


them all. - 'And therefore after this we. fiod them rank'd 
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OUR SAVIOUR-HAD'COMMITTED TAE CARE 
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OF THE CHURCHES +. What's here, that looks to-. + S9*,of &. - 
ward a Saprenaey ? Is it, that Peter' is called the jg Þ: 35 27, 
le I 


among the Apoſtles * The, Vanity of this hath. been. al- 

ready ſhew'd. Isit, that. the care of the Churches was 

commited to him? This is no more than what was com- 

mitted toevery oneof the Apoſtles. Nay, fo far was 

this Author from aſſerting this, that within ſix lines af- 

ter the words quoted, he ſpeaks'of St. Paul as (Co-apofto- || Veniens ergo 

Is) fellow-Apoſtle with St. Petey ||. And in his Com- *4 <un> bolpi- 

ment upon the 7th ver. of the next-Chapter, he hath etc ar. 

theſe words : He ( viz. Paul) names PETER only, and %m manic dies 

compares him to himſelf, becanſe he had received the Prima- | or pear On 

cy to found the Church ; but he himſelf alſo was in like = Coapoſtolus. 

manner choſen, that he might have the Primacy in found- a yr ys 

ing the Churches of the Gentiles : Tet ſo, as that Peter he, c, 1.Y.18, 

alſo might preach to the Gentiles, if there was cauſe for it, þ 

and Paul tothe Jews, for we find that both of them preach- 

ed toboth : But yet full Authority is acknowledged to be g1- 

ven to Peter in preaching to the Jews, and Paul's perfect 

Authority is found in preaching to the Gen- 

tiles *, Is this ſpoken like one who took ,,; *74m ſolum nominar, er 

Peter for the Sovereign" of- the univerſal F acceperie ad fndandane 

Church'? I deſire $6 qt w__ i o- 

his Comment upon 'theſe Words, When in fundardis 

James, Cephas, und John who ſcemed to is: ica-tamen at Pe Perrus Gem. 

be Pillars, &c. - And, toiavoid tediouſnels, _ przdicarer, fi cauſ2 ffuiſſer 

ſhall recite | but one paſſage upon' theſe = 

Words : -But when Peter was come to Antioch, I withſtood 

him to the Face, &c, Who durſt, ſays he, reſiſt Peter the 

firſt Apoſtle, to whom the Lord gave the Kyys of the King- 

dom of Heaven,” BUT ANOTHER SUCH AS HE, 

who in confidence of \his Eleition, knowing himſelf NOT 

UNEQUAL'TO HIM, _—_ conſt antly blame _ as 
4 


i 
. 
. - 


 Difelurſevgf +l: 


"7 R abt «A «F | 


of dam Fee Reader tb judge, whether this Author took Peter: to be 
petro- primo Pegs Stuperiour ?- 1 21s 1 of {pint 
cul 


claves regni Ceeforum Domints edit, reſiſttre ; nf} Uiug tals, qui” fiduck eleRionis ſiz 
ſciers f non imparem, couftancer improbarer; quod ille fine conifiis fecery? | 


kons Perer the Pringe:of the: Apoſtles, as hath beenalrea- 

dy ſhew!d.; And leſs yet, thas he calls him- their Moweh, 

as might: be largely ew were 16 not intolerably irk+ 

ſome to inſiſt upon ſuch Impertinencies. And-whereas: 
3 ogy St, Auſtin Jays, that he regrefented the whole Church prop- 
lorum ordine tex proper: Apoſtolatus, by.\ reaſon of the Primacy of the 
pn leſbips':; St. Auſtin bioſelk .tells us.in agotherplace,. 
Evans. fecund, What Prumacy he means 3: Peter, lays he, the FIRST IN 
Serm. ORDER of the Apoſtles ||, : 

I {halbcogclude this with the words of two late Au-- 
thors. of the Rawey Communion. 'The fixſtacknow- 
ledges, that the Primacy of St; Peter. was that of Or- 
der or Plate only ; the ſecond that- this Primacy gave 
him no Dominioa.over the other Apolttes.. Iz every Soci- 


be kept, an it is neceſſery,. that among many therebe ſame 

firſt : We is wot therefore. to be queſtioned,” but that in the 
Colledge of the dpufties, ſome ont was firſt , but the Evan- 

geliſts teflify, that this 0ne was. Peter, who when they enu= 

 -. merate the Apoſtles, not anly place Peter, the FIRST IN 
qo ORDER, but affirm that he mas firik*. And again; 
" Þ. 31z, The Queſtion,, whether Peter had the FIRST" PLACE 
amang the Apoſtles is Hiſtorical, and may be proved by the 
Teſtimonyof Writers, both of the ſame, and of following 

+ Diſſert. 495. Jo2a #, They ſay alſo, fays another . Ramani#, that he 
* PB: 3'3* . is ſotuttinpes:\nam'd. the firit; but if it bad been always (o, 


as 


had unadviſedly done #71 leaveit now to'the impartial | 


As little to the purpoſe. is it, that St. Chryſafom rec-- 


= KKK 


ery of Men, ſaithalearned Sorboniſt, Jome Order ought t0- 


his mould not prove, that he had Authority aver the others," 


a ew we wm tr et Hd 30 HIS 3 


_ a A as 


4 $4 * ave < Do er my * 


«s the Pope. poor Bib Among te Pron x 
« Mortier F ers Power over the other 

among # the JEL the Empire; the qd of Mentz 
who hath the. fr ſt: place, hath. uot | any : Aurhority over the 1 th diem | 
other Elettars,' and. fo'iw every Society, the Paimacy does aug; qu'il eſt - 


wot carry Dominion with it ||. quelquetois 
mier, mais {4] ne Þ eſt pas rodjours cela ne leur peur ſervip de rien, Mais — 


| ets, cela ne prouveroit. pas qur il eve auchorite urls autres, 

io ley erequns 0, dicyem lr cx Hequelis para Qereſin Oe Fetqets. | prend | 
But though it- doth not)appearoby what rho'Dot 

hath alledged, That the Apoſtles after the-cominny 


$ 
_ 
4 
| — 
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of the Holy. Ghoſt, ' underſtood Chrift's-words''in- the 
Roman Senſe; yet by TR in the-New 
Teſtament it is obvidus;: that"neirtier S8\Pi 
St. Paul, or the other Apoſtles\hud atiy Ach Raſe' 
them. : For if St. Pas? had, would _ "have i#firm'd, 
That he was in. nothi bthind the oy 5 ag? 2 F 2 Cor,r2.1x; 
would ke have rebuked Petey lar oo | | Gal 2-14 Þ 
If the otlier- had ſornnderfion fro 
they.bave taken upon them to'fend.Perty to 
ſhould not. they rather have been ſent by him? If Perl 
himſelf had 4 underſtood them, would he have done tf ex Naw © 
nothing fathoritarively,' tend as their! iP wth a enes nal | 
ated 'alt -by the common conſent; of the'A _ your” 
Se. Chryſoftom obſorves\'#)* Having UGhe apo 
Qor, Inow return tothe Diſcufſor, ' Ant, * 
' 4+ He' gext produces the' Seyings' of | 
#0: prove \the Church enore- eminewt hy beile 
thay on any" of the" -orhtr-\ po wi 
he imagins, -as ma - 4 q” 
our cieled Eyes, and of thoſe Fes Rn 
ftrutted our wiſvoe Faculty pac hn Friends ces: * Pag. _— 


ET a Ring lay Oe Fate and 


refuſe 


> FA®S8.14. _ 


"+1411 Dire Sf © : 
. refiiſe to:ſtand to their Judgment,. the Romanifts canner 
blame us, without condemning themſelves; - fince- no 
Men le: reſpett tothe Fathers thanthey,.'when | hea 
the pax py SOOT OT a wee A yet vhe - 
1 Ar are we from-declining their Judgment, in this, | vin 
or any other matter in diſpute, between' us and the. B 
» Church of Rowe, that we confidently appeal to them, * | of 4 
The firſt he produces is- St. Jerom; who-on Ia 2: hi- | caſe 

ving compared them (viz. the” Apoftles)* fo Mountains, wit 

ſays," Suptr unum montinm Chriftas fundat Eccleſiam, et wil 


loquitar ad eum, dicens, Tues Petrus, et ſuper hanc Petram, as t 
&c. that. is,.upon one of the Mountains. Chriſt founds ] 
his Chorch, and ſpegks to him, ſaying, 'Thow art Peter, Th 
and #: Rock, Lwill. butl& my Church: That Chriſt call 


founded his Church.on' Peter, is not the thing tobe proy- Da 

ed, but that he more emmently founded it on him, than Pe 

on any other Apoſtle, He will ſay perbaps, this is im- Ece 
ply'd; How fo? Becauſe: in: ſaying, Chriit foended his: | {04 

Charch apoxs one of the Mountains, he.implicitly excludes us 

; All the reſt. If. fa,, then he:-excludes all-the reft, not 
from-being more eminently, but from being ſimply.Founs 
dations 3 whereas he -himſelf grants, they were all 
Fonnaations, in laying Peter was more.eminently ſo. 'But 

-” whoſoever {hall impartially read. the Context, he will 
-.-.. concluge: jt,,was.'farfrom St: Feram's meaning; to ex- 
we clude the other Apoſtles from: what he here attributes ta 
"but, fax lines before, he ſays, This Houſe 

ch) «built ypor-the-Foundation of the Apos 


ts, who: alſothemſeclues. art Mount ains; «a3 


pe 


. 'rum 
, 


LO 
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Foundation of the Church, 'but wn "Mor he made 
-all the Apo "non Foundations equally with him. This 
'he as hte and plainly afferts as Words can do it, in 
the place before: quoted ont of his firſt Book againſt Fo- 
vinian; C. 27. 
But: what follows, muit needs confound all the Enemies 
of $t. Peter and his Succeſſors, but ſuch as have their face 
eaſed in triple Braſs '\|.* A' Cale very much in faſhion | Pas 125+ 
with them, whoſe Head wears the Trip/c-Crown; other- 
wiſe they could'never ſo impudently outface the Truth, 
as they daily do. 
But what is this which muſt of neceflity confound us ? 
[That $t. Jerom, beſides his owning his to be the Rock, he 
calls his Cathedra at Rome like fo, in his E iſtle to 
Damaſus ; Ego Beatitudini tu, id eft (ſays he) Cathedre 
Petri communione conſocior, ſuper illans Petram edificatans 
Eccleſiam ſcio; T can percewve nothing in this Teflimony 
{o confounding, as to'need'a Caſe of triple Braſs to fence 
us againſt it. For, 
1. Suppoſe that by the Rock Jerom meant S. Peter's 
Chair at Rome, (though Eraſmus was of opinion,that he 
_ Favedy the Faith Petey profeſ- Rig dure 
yet” he- meant his Chair as then” y;ror, nam feri poreſt, ur Ro-- 
pate by Damaſms, who had hitherto ma quoque degenerer, (ed ſu 
firm as a Rock againſt thoſe Aſſaults —wx quam gram Pers pro- 
of Hereſy which had prevaited over the 
Eaftern Church. - 'Bat he was far from thinking, that 
all: his Predeceſfors had done/fo, or that it was neceſſa- 
ry-that all his Saccefſors ſhould'do fo; as is fufficieatly 
intimated-in this very Epiſtle : For when 
lie kr: oe in Ae WW, wy Sun f oe Sag Lag 
trouſneſs ariſes, in- the —_C rexp/Lucifer ille qui. ceciderar,, 
wr hath for hu Thro ſoprs Tyday ans Throne 
nary: 44 Tins the Nw doe arityrinn tn | 
plics 
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tur Auxentius. 
mana Fide. 


icere Fundamenta? Apoſtolos. | 
16 As ture ſandameva ; Ibi 7 the Foundation ? . No, but without 


pritmym poſira eſt fides Eecefi- making a difference, orpreferring bim be-: 
Comme: in Pa. 46. > =, fre the ret, The Apoſtles were rhe Foote 


A Diſcourſe of .: 


plies that he thought this Sus had either ſet, or at leaſt 
declined ſome time before : And this he. elſewhere 


- Plainly expreſſes when.he tells us, that Pope Liberits 
alcg.Sc 
nt ſubſcribed to Hereſy ||:: Bar in caſe Liberias did nor-(4 


in Forrunatia- 


ſome Men in contradiCtion to the cleareſt evidence 
would perſwade us) yet it is certain that St. Jerom 
thought he did; and therefore as certain, that he did not 
believe, that the Chair of St, Peter was then. the Rock, 
upon which-the Church was built ; unleſs he thought 
the Chair was more infallible than he that fate in it. 
And as he believed that Hereſy had got into the Chair 
formerly, ſo he thought it, not impoſſible, but it might 
do ſoagain ; yea, that even Dameſus himſelf might tall 

into the Arian Pertidiouſneſs ; elſe. why 


* Jungatur cum Beatitudine does he in this ſame Epiſtle ſo earneſtly 
Urſicinus, cum Ambroſio ſocie- = ganrecate it ? * Had he foreſeen the 


Abi hoe 29 Council of Trent, he would doubtleſs have 


foretold the time, when this Sun would 


come to ſuffer a dreadful Eclipſe in the, Roman Hori 


zON. | 

2. That theſe words ( Super illam Petram adificatum 
Eccleſiam ſcio, Upon this, Kock I know the Church is built 
are not to be conkned to, Peer, or his See only, * Ferwin 
himſelf hath alſo caught us. For upon the words, 
Her Foundations are upon the holy Hills, he ſays, | Who 
may we fay are the Foundations? the Apoftles: Inthem. 
were the Foyndations, there the. Faith .of the, Chunch 
© +... .. .. . was firſt placed, and. there:the Foundatis 


+ Fundamenta $jus in-monti- ONS Were laid +. Does he ſay St.-Perer; 


poflamis 1,15 the only Foundation, or more eminent= 


70ns.. In.his firſt Book againſt Jowss, 
nian 
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the Pope's Cnpremacy. 
view, written eighteen years after this Epiſtle, he ex- 
prefly aſſerts, That the Church is eque/ly founded upon 
them all. Once more, St. Jeromw makes all Biſhops, 
how much ſoever one may exceed another 


Fr 


in Wealth, to be of equal Worth, and of g.! EnaoWemacrir Epiſco 


the ſame Priefthood, becauſe they are all > er Sacerdorii. 


Porentia divi- 


carum & ratis humilicas 
Succeſſors of the Apoſtles |]. And. could vel ſublimiorem vel inferiorem 


he -have argued the equality of Biſhops, epiſcopum, non facir: czrerum 
from their being the Apoſtles Succefſors, omnes Apoſtolorum ſucceſſores 


had he not taken it for granted, that the - 


That in caſe Jerom had been of opinion, that Peter had 
Authority over the other Apoſtles ; yet that he acknow- 
edged no ſuch Authority in the Pope over other Biſhops, 


ſunc. Epiſt, ad Evagrium, 
Apoſtles themſelves were equal I ſhall add this only, 


we- need go no further than this Epiſtle to- prove, « jqe, tic cot. 
m which he calls the Egyptian Confeſlors his Col- legas tnos &- 


leagues *. 

When I refle& upon the Premiſes, I cannot but a lit- 
tle wonder, that this Saying of St. Jerome ſhould leave 
fuch a deep Incifion in this Gentleman's Mind, thathe 
needed to repair to any DoCtor, much leſs, to ſo great a 
DoQtor as Dr. Stillingfleet, for a oopiv qdppecerer to heal 
it; yet ſuppoſing him, ſo deeply wounded, I donot won- 
der-that he found himſelf defeated of his deſired Satis- 
faQtion. For is it likely that Patient ſhould meet with 
a Cure, who throws by all the principal Ingredients of 
the Medicine preſcribed, and makes Application butof 
one, and the moſt inconfiderable of them all ? Thoſe 
Words hequotes, as if they were all the Dottor had 
ſaid, are fuch as the DoQtor himſelf lays no Streſs upon, 
for after them, he adds, But ſetting aſide what advantages 


gyptios Con» 


felloresſcquor, 


might be gain'd on that account, to weaken the force of this + rac. aceoune 
Teſtimony F; And tlien goes on for more than two Pa- 1.2.c.1. p.z11. 


ges rogether, in ſhewing to hovw little Purpoſe this Te- 
{timony 


ſ vero air, Super illam 
R op zdificatam Ecclefiam 
{cio, quicunque extra hano do- 
mum co it Agnum , pro- 

eſt, &c, dictum eſt offi- 
cole, & per 10ncm. 
Dn Yin, diflertat. 5.C. 2. 


ſtimony is alledged, whic 


54. 
& i l 


N 


Flattery or a Complement . to Damaſus. 
Behold the Virtue of zrzple Braſs ! And 
yet. had the DoCtor inſiſted upon it, that 
it was a Complement to Damaſus, he had 
ſaid no- more than what one of the learn- 
6deſtRomaniſts of this age hath ſaid ||. 


h the Diſcuſſor.has the Face tr Þ + 
fay he would fain ſhift off, by making it a Piece of F 


His next Proof is taken out of St. Cyprian. Eccleſpe 

que uns eſt ſuper unum qui claves ejus accepit, voce Domi- 

* Page 125 34 fandata*. "Tis ſtrange he ſhould think to find any 

+ Dodw. Dif thing for the Pope's Supremacy in St. Cyprian, whu (to 
concerning the ons Uſe the Words of a 1carned Author Þ) makes all Bi 

Altar, &c. C. 9» equal, to have the ſame Power in ſolidum, to be abſolute 

/P-.253- Judoes of their own Als, and to be accountable to none but 

God; and that there was but one Epiſcopacy among them ally 

which notwithſtanding was poſſeſſed by each of them, not in 

parcels, but entirely. How inconſiſtent i this with that 

Supremacy, which is challenged by the Pope over all the Bj- 

{ops of the World? However it is certain, that rhis 

aſſage alſo, proves either too much, or it proves no- 

thing. If when he ſays the Church is founded upon 

one, 1t be underſtood excluſive of the other Apoſtles, it 

proves too much, vzz. that the Church is founded-not 

more eminently upon Peter, but upon him alone, If one 

} Hocerane uti- be not excluſive of the reſt, it proves nothing: And that 

que & cater Cypr; ay intended not to exclude the reſt, from an equal 

| —_ ſhare with'St. Peter, is alſo manifeſt, in that babes 

conſortio prz- The other ApoRtles dowbtleſs were that which Peter was, en+ 

_ nag dowed with equal Fellowſbip of Power and Honour |. 

uber, Eccket, T0 reconcile St. Cyprian to himſelf, a learned Roma» 

niſt gives us this account, why in one place, he faith 

the Church is founded upon oxe, and in another place 

upon many: Cyprian, Tarh he, in the fri Expoſtion, 


(viz. 


®*} *(oiz. that the Church is founded on Peter) ſeems to 
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exclude the ſecond that it is founded on all the Apoſtles ) 
but its Truth he does not exclude it, if his Scope be conſider- 


' 6d, In the ff he writes, that the Charch is founded on 


ONE PETEK, that againſt the emergent Diſcords of Chri- 
ſtians in matters of Religion, he might commend the Uni- 
ty of the Church. In the ſecond, he ſays, the Church is 
conſtituted on Biſbops, that the ſame Unity of the Charch 
he had commended in ONE PETER, he might commend 
in the MANY SUCCESSORS OF THE APOSTLES. 
As if he he ſhould ſay, whether it be one Apoſtle, or many 
Apoſtles upon whom the Church is built, but ONE Church 
is built, and not MANY. Wherefore in the firſt Expoſi- 
tion he diſputes againſt thoſe who would rend the Church by 
Sehiſm ; 1m the y he reproves the ”—_ who alſo had * Cyprians 


written to Cyprian himſelf; of the uſurped Peace given * R_—_ 
them by Paul the Martyr *. Ho 
cludere, ſed re- 


vera non excludir, {i ſcopus operis arrendarur. In prima ſuper unum Petrum zdificaram eſſe 
ſcribir Ecclefiam, ur adverſus emergentes Chriſtianorum in Religione difcordias, unitarem Ec- 
clefix commendarer, In ſecunda conſtiruram efle ſuper Epiſcopos dicit Eecleſiam, ur quam 
Eccleſiz unirarem in uno Petro commendaverat, candem in pluribus Apoſtolorum ſuccefſoribus 
commendaret, &c, Launoy Epp. P. 5. Ep. ad Vocllum, 


But to clear up St. Cyprian's meaning, I ſhall ſpeak a 
lictle more diſtin@ly : His Senſe in this matter, may TI 
think be compriſed in theſe Propoſitions, which I ſhall 
now- barely mention, and if occaſion require it, ſhall 
hereafter fully confirm. 

1. That our Saviour when he ſpake theſe Words, 
Thow art Peter, and upon this Rock will I build my Charch,, 


iſed to Peter alone, and no other, that the Church ; 
Id be founded on him. Hence it is, that he ſays, ; 
the Church « built upon one. ; . 
2. Whatſoever in theſe Words he promiſed to Peter, 
he afterwards conferr'd my ſame, and in the ſame De- 
gree 


A Diſcourſe Me 


upon- the other Apoſtles. Hence it is, that he | 


. makes them all equal in Honour and Power with Peter. 

3. That he promiſed this at firſt to Peter a/one, to re- 
commend that Unity he deſigned to have in his Church, 
and to make him the Pattern of it ; ſo far was hefrom 


thinking of any Power over the reſt here promiſed to 


Peter, that he never ſo much as intimates it. 

4. That the Unity he made him the Pattern of, was 
not that of the univerſal, but of particular Churches; 
he promiſed to build his Church upon oze, to ſhew that 
in every particular Church he would have but oxe, that 
fhould be the Principle of Unity, the Foundation upon 
which all the reſt ſhould ad 

5. That the Biſhops as Succeſlors of St. Peter, are 
this Principle of Unity, and the Foundation, ever 
one in his own Church, upon which all thereſt depend. 
It never entred into his Thoughts, that any one Biſhop, 
was to be the Principle of - Unity to all other Biſhops 
and Churches in the World. Nor did Stephen Biſhop 
of Rome, in his Conteſts with Cyprian, ever pretend 
this; which doubtleſs he would have done, had any 
ſuch Prerogative been then claim'd by Stephes, or grant- 
ed by Cyprian ; ſince this, without any more ado, muſt 
have brought Cyprian to a Submiſſion to him. And 
therefore, 

6. He ſuppoſed theſe Words, Thos art Peter, and up- 
on this Rock, &c. were as applicable to all Biſhops, as 
they were to St. Peter lumſelt; and accordingly they 
are by him ſo apyly'd, and the Rights of all particular 
Biſhops eſtabliſhed uponthem ; ſotar was he trom find- 
ing in them any peculiar Prerogative of the Biſhop of 
Rome. And what is there now of St. Peter's Soveraign- 
tyinall this? or of the Churches being built more emi- 
ently upon, him, than upon the other Apoſtles? Not 
ſo much as one word that looks that way. I 
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"confirm it F. Not the ſecond, becauſe by Prieitly U- Concil. Chal- 


the" Pope's Supremacy. 

I preſume he quotes the next words out of Cypriax, 
Navigare audent + ad Petri Cathedram, atque ad Feel t- 
am principalem, unde Unit as Sacerdotalis exorta of or 
theſe two reaſons : (1.) Becauſe the Church. of Rome 
is here called the proxcipal Church. (2.) Becauſe Prieſt- 
ly Unity is faid to ariſe from thence. But neither of 
theſe are to his purpoſe. Nor the firſt, it being called 
the principal Church, becauſe it was conſtituted in the 
principal City ; as Rigaltizs notes upon the Words, and f ln urbeprit- 


quotes the 28h Canon of the Council of Chalcedon to 9%" conftirue 


zity, he means no more than the Preſidency of one Biſhop <<% ©*- 

in oze City, which he ſays is derived from the Churc 

of Rome, becauſe that was the Sec of Peter, who was 

the Pattern of this Unity. And by this he aggravates 

the crime of Feliciſ/imus and his Complices, who ha- 

ving ſet up another Biſhop at Carthage 1n oppoſition to a 

Cyprian, durit make their Appeal to Rome, which was job 

the example of Epiſcopal Unity to other Churches ||, diferr.7.p.151 

I may here again be allowed to admire this Gentleman's 

Diſcretion or Sincerity in the choice of his Teſtimonies. 
Nothing can be imagined more dire&ly contrary: to 

that Papal Supremacy he contends for,than this very Epi- 

ſtle of St. Cyprian, out of which this Paſſage is taken ; in 

which the good Father moſt ſeverely condemns Appeals 

to Rome ; aſſerts that every one's Cauſe ought to be 

heard where the Fault is committed, that to every Pa- 

ſtor a portion of the Flock is aſſign'd, which he rules 

and governs, as one that is to give an Account to God 

alone, &c. But it may be preſumed the learned Geatle- 

man knows nothing of this, nor ever ſaw any more of 

the Epiſtle than theſe two lines, which he found quoted 

by ſome other Author, as wile as himſelf. Had he per- 


uſed the whole Epiſtle, he would not have dared to 
I 2 quote 
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ing that, ſhould take occaſion to read all the reſt. 


His next Teſtimony from Greg. Nazienzen ſays, That- 
of all the Diſciples of Chriſt, Peter # called the Rock, 


and intruited with the Foundations of the Church *. Which 
hath been already more than ſufficiently anſwcr'd. Had 


he look'd back no further than the Oration immediately 


foregoing Þ, he might have ſeen, That this Father al- 
ſigns to every Apoſtle his particular Province, inde- 
pendently on St: Peter ; and by conſequence did not 


ſuppoſe that the Church was built more eminently upon : 


him than the reſt. . 

His laſt Quotggion is out of-S.Baſi/'s 6th book againſt Eu- 
nomius ||; Why did he not quote the 16th Book ? he 
might have done fo, as well as the 6th; there. being no 
more than five Books againſt Eunomiws, in Stc Baſil's 
Works: but this is more than he knew, and therefore 
he is to be pardon'd. However the place he refers to is, 
I ſuppoſe, in his 24 book, where ſpeaking of Petey he hath 
theſe words,7 3& minus; wrego yiv iq) forty TH ooo pally We 
KAuoiccs Ofc wevor ;, that 15,who for the excellency of his Faith, 
rook upon himetf the building of the Church ; which is no 
more than what may be truly affirmed of St. James, 
St. John, or any other Apoſtle. If the Reader pleaſe 
to compare the words cited by the Diſcuſſor, with thoſe 
in St. Bafil, he will further ſee 'that he 15 not wont to 
conſult the Authors he quotes, 

And now at laſt, that I may, if poſſible, oblige the 
Diſcufſor, T will grant, what he has'not prov'd ;- that 
in fome reſpe&t it may be truly ſaid, the Church i built 
ore eminently 0n St. Peter, As 1, Becauſe by his 
preaching eſpecially, the firſt Chriſtian Church was pa- 
thered among the Jews. Peter {tanding up with the de. 


* A8s 2-14. ven, lift up his Voice, and faid,, Te Men of Fudea, 8c. * 


Peter 


- "#4 Diſcourſe of "= 


one word out of it, leſt the Reader by examin- 


W OY" 
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Peter with the eleven : what means 
ftom ? They uttered one common Voice,. and he was the 


f Kovlu Tera om go. | 
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Mouth of them all; the eleven ſtood by, bear- 


it, ſays St, Chry/o- 


ing witneſs to thoſe things that were foke® 1, 1 udyry dons hu? 
by him +. And by this Sermon three thou- 5we, mprnligor 5 be Irleag 
! p {{ACTVESUYTS Tails Ms » 
ſand were converted , which together ChE. 0 los. wetves 


with the Diſciples before-mentioned, made 
up the firſt Chriſtian Church. 2. Becauſe he firſt preach- 


ed the Goſpel to the Gentiles, as we find in the ftory of , 


| Perra enim 
icirur, £0 


Cornelins, Ats 10. He called the Rock, - becauſe he firf# quod prinus 


laid the Foundations of Faith among the Gentiles ||, lays 
an _— Author, in a Homily father'd on St. An 
broſe. 

In the remainder of this Chapter, which is ſpent in 
anſwering ſeveral ObjeQtions made by his Adverlary, I 
find nothing but what either needs no anſwer, or what 
hath been already anſwered ; Though I confeſs there 
are many things that deſerve an Aferisk ; particularly 
the firſt part of his Anſwer to this Queſtion ; What In- 
convenience would ariſe from expounding this Rock to be 
Chrif? To this, faith he, 1 enſwer, Though I grant 
Chrift to be called a Rock, yet it is very irrational to inter- 
pret the word ROCK, of Chriſt, whereſoever you find it 
expreſs'd im Scripture;,/0u7 Saviour being-not really a Rock, 
but only call'd ſo by *«' metaphorical loewtion * : This, he 
ſays, i obſerved by St. Auitin. A notable Obſervation ! 


in nationibus _ 
fidei funda- 
menta poſue- 
rit, 


Y Pag. I2ge 


+ Serm of '$t, 
Perer, Þ. 28. 


CH AP. IIL 


I Think I have faid enough to ſatisfy 

conſidering Reader, that St. Peter's Supremacy is not 
founded upon this Rock, and therefore muſt fall tothe 
Ground, unleſs ſome other Foundation be found ro fu 
port it. I proceed therefore to the other Promiſe here 
made, ( And1 will give unto thee the Keys of the Kingdom 
of Heaven ; and _ oever thou ſhalt bind on Earth, &c.) 
y__ which they alſo tell us this vaſt Fabrick is ſolidly 
uperſtructed. 


Now the whole of their Diſcourſe from hence, that 


is pertinent to the. preſent Queſtion, may be reduc'd to 


theſe four Propoſitions 


I. : hat this Promiſe of the Kzys was made to Peter 
alone. 
IT. That he alone immediately receiv'd them, and the 
other Apoſtles derivatively from him. 
IIL That the Power of the Kzys communicated to 
.the other Apoſtles, was inferior and ſubordinate to 
a higher Degree of it in St. Petey. 
IV. That by the K/ys thus promiſed to and received 
by St. Peter, is meant the ſupreme Power of go- 
verning the Church, 


Propoſition IT. 


This Promiſe, faith Dr. G. ow Saviour made to St. 
Peter, and to him alone T. And you ſee, faith the Dil 


every impartial - 


cuſſor, | 


1 cuffor, Chrif 


addreſſes his Reply to Peter only, the Words ; 

Tu 4rd Tibi 7 rrnny out all Partnerſhip ||. To which |S: Parer's 

it will be ſufficient to return theſe two things, Saran, .Þ. 
1. Suppoſe the Reply addreſſed to Peter only, and 

the Promiſe here made- to him alone ; doth it hence fol- 

low, that Chriſt intended to give thething promiſed to 

none elſe? Had Chriſt ſaid to Peter, to thee only will I 

give the Keys, this would have followed ; but it no 

way follows,trom Chriſt's ſayingonlyto him, I will give 

thee the Keys. From the Promiſe made to him in par- 

ticular it only follows, that he in particular ſhould have 


them ; not that none ot 


hers ſhould have them beſides 


him. 


2. Nothing can be more plain, than that at another 

time Chriſt made the ſame Promiſe toall the Apoſtles 
indefinitely. YVerily I ſay unto you, Whatſoever ye ſhall 

bind on Earth, ſhall be bound in Heaven; and whatſoever 

ye ſhall looſe on Earth, ſhall be looſed in Heaven ||. But Vha8.1s.. 
Jays the Doftor, however we read, that the Power of bind- 

ing and looſing, which is an Effet of the Kyys, was promi- 

ſed to all the Apoſtles in common ; Matth. 18, 18. yet it 

was not till after the Keys had been promiſed to Peter, 

Math. 16. 19 *. What then ? does before or after make | * Pap 29-- 
any Difference in the Promiſe it felt ? If the Kg pro- 

miſe to day a Commiſſion to one Man 1n particular, and 

promiſe to morrow the ſame Commiſſion to him, and' 

ten more together with him, hath that one any Pow- 

er given him over the other ten, by having his Com: 

milfion firſt promiſed him? But it « not any where read 

in Scripture, that the KETS T HEMSELVES the proper 

TOKEN and BADGE of the ſupreme Stewardſhip over- 

the Church, were promiſed to the reſt, but to PETER alone. 

But doth not 4 Power ſuppoſe the Badge ? Or if it 


doth not, is. there any need of it ? Since it is not the 
Badpe;, 
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Badge, but the Office alon 
fort. 


not ſay juſt before, That the Power of binding and looſing, 
which is an effect of the Kyys, i promiſed to all the Apo- 


files? Andit fo, then ſurely the Kzys themſelves, ſince 


the effeQ ever preſuppoſes the Cauſe. 

But the rach iS, as looſing and binding are the cffeCt of 
the Kyzys, fo the Power of loofing and binding are the 
Keys themſelves. The Church which « founded in Chriſt, 
ſaith St. Auſtin, received from him the Keys of the Kjng- 


dom of Heaven in Peter, that is, the Power of binding 
1 Eccleſia ergo quz fundarur 474 looſing Sis |, This is the very defini- 
in Chriſto, claves ab co regni tion your Schoolmen' give of them. The 


Czlorum accepit, id eft, pote- = p,., of binding and looſing, lays Aquinas, 
_ —_— Fra & calld the Rey *. The ſpiritual Kyy, lays 
Biel, «' thus deſcribed, It is the Power i | 


oandi & ſolvendi. Aquin, ſuppl, J#4g##2 that is, of looſing and binding, by 
Qu. 17. Art. 2. - ' . mhich an Eccleſiaſtical Tudg ought toreceive 
TOE gy - yer ſpt- 
_—_ Ge & lied, tc. are unworthy from the Kingdom of God +. 
= quarrum Senrent, Diſt. And therefere to wr Fs that Chriſt pro- 
18, Qu. 1. 


thoſe that are worthy, and exclude thoſe that 


miſes the power of binding and looking, 
and not the Keys, is to ſuppoſe a contradittion, 

This therefore is not to argue like Dr. G. though 
it very well becomes the Diſcuſſor, who alſo talks at the 
ſame rate, It cannot, ſays he, be prov'd out of the Strip. 
ture, that the Keys in EXPRESS WORDS were give# to 


j Peter's Svt- zyy, but to him ( viz. Peter||) in expreſs words ; It may 


me9, P-10%”" then, it ſeems, be proved by Conſequence; and is not 


that as well ? But wnleſs (as he goes On) you can ſbew 
me ſome place in the New Teſtament where our Saviour ſaith 
to his Diſciples JOYNTLY, IWILL GIVE TOU THE 
KETS 


e, that we are concernetf © 
If it be granted, that all the reſt have equal * 
. Power with Peter, Jet Peter by.my conſent, have the 
n-121514+ ſole Honour of carrying the Keys. And yet doth he 


_— an > ug rips £14 Ms 
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KELS *, or to any of them. in particular, F WILL GIVE eB 


THEE THE KETS + ; he hath the beſt Ples and Title to-gegim, you 
them. The beſt Plea, this is poor and ſneaking, a plain dabo claves. 
giving up.the cauſe ; for. ſhould he have the beſt. Plea, , 7 #% mods 
that doth not hinder, but they may have 4,g00d Plea, tins, Nibi dabo 
ſince his Title is no way inconliftent with theirs, it be- caves. 
ing ſuch a Priviledg as might be equally enjoy'd by them 
all. And yet I cannot conceive how his Title can be 
better than theirs, though ir be no where ſaid to them 
jointly, 1 will give you the K7ys, tf that be ſaid to them 
jointly, which neceſſarily imports the ſame thing, as 
It Is, 

Totheſe Texts, Mat.18.18. Joh.20.21. quoted by his 
Adverſary, -to prove the other Apoſtles had the Keys, he 
givesthis Anſwer; That it cannot clearly be inferred from 
either of theſe Places, they had them, the word KEYS bei 
abt ſo much as mentioned there ||. Not __ inferred; it's || Ibid. 
granted then, that it may be era/y,inferred, tho not clear- 
ly.. And why nor clearly ? becauſe the word KEYS « 
pot mentioned there : Very wiſely. If what the word Keys 


imports, be clearly mentioned in thoſe pla- 
ces, may it not be as clearly inferr'd, as if 
the word K/yys were it ſelf mention'd? and 
that it is-fo, as it is manifeſt by what hath 
been already ſaid, ſoit is rhe common Opi- 
nionof the Fathers *, and of many learr'd 
Men of the Church of Rome Þ, and is no 
more than is tanght by the 'Noman Cate- 
chiſm, in citing Mat.18. 18. & Joh.20.23. 
together with Max. 15. 19. to prove that 
the Keys of the Kingdom of Heaven are 
committed tothe Church ||; all which for 
breviries fake I remit the Reader to in the 


Margin, and ſhall tranſcribe- no more 


K 


* Terrul. de pudicitia. c. 21, 
Cypr. Epiſt. 23. ad - Jubaian. er 
de Unirar, Ecclef. Hilary, L, 6. 
de Trin. col., 74. Hicron. 1.1, ad- 
Mas" 2mm Auguſt.Serm. 168, 

e divert, Bed. Hom. de 
San, 


 Barlaam. de Primar. Pape. 
l. 2. Per. de Alliaco Qu. in ſuis © 
b n. 20. Ejuſd. lib. de Ec- 
Clef. et Cardinal. Authorirate 
© 1,C. 1. Tracat, Cancell, 
arifiens, de Poreſtar, Eccl. et 
Orig. Juris Confid. 5. Richer. de 


- Eccletiaſt. er Polir. Poreſt, n. 2, 


et 6, 
decumo Symb.Artic, S, 4, 
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Thi Power, faith he, of the Kyys which Chrift promiſes 
here to Peter, he afterwards in the very ſive words * 
miſes to'#{l rhe Apoſtles, Mar. 18. 18. and after that gives 
ifro ttm «H, Mat, 28. & John 20, — very much. 
miſt cen who think the Keys were given to 

+ Hanc enim the Aytients were not of this Opinion, who with unanlmous 

= Conſent reath, thit theſe Krys were in the Perſon of Peter 

ChriſtushicPe- g#ve# to the whole Church *. 

ro Promureit, - | : - 
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rumant. Ar pon ita Antiqui, qui unanimo conſenſu tradune claves iſtas in perſona Petri tort 
Ecclefiz datas, Du Pan Eoran.y, C, I. P. 397, 308% 


But he fays, If it be granted that the, Apoſtles had 

the: Keys by virtue of cheſe places 'of 'Scripenre, 'yet it 

. doth'nor follow they had thems in the fame ſerf? und ampli- 

FPage 160, ge hat Peter had + : Doth it follow, that they thid then 

not'tn 'the fame ſenſe and amplitude?” Bat-this is not 

now the Qtieſtion, but whether they had them; and 

that they had them by virtue of theſe Texts, every Ro- 

man Prielt will be forced to grant, or to break that ſo- 

Butta $i 4ti lemin Ofarh he hath taken to. interpret Scriprure accord-- 
ter ems ing to the unarimow Conſent of the Fathirsh, 

To- his'Queſtion, If either or both theſe Plates, were 
equivalent 30 dabo tibi Claves, what rexſon will you give 
why-Peter ſhould have beth - a- particular and general Pro- 

\ EPag. 161, _ of them ? * Tt by @ particular Promiſe, he means 
a Promiſe to St. Perer in particular; and by a general 

Promiſe, 'the fame Promile made.to him, .and all the 

i-. Apoſtles together wittt him, S.Cyprian ſhall 
return the Anſwer.. He firſt gave the Keys 
t, | nit ;poclarem to Peter alone, to manifeſt that Unity he 
iam dedit, arid folvererur.in Would have in his Church and to make 


thah the Wotds of the 'So#bop Door before quoted": 


er aloze; but 


—x" Epiſt, 73,ad Jubaiaw "him the. Original and Pattern of it F._ *Or- 
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if St. Cyprian's Authority be thought too little, let hi 
take it "a hum 


; m Pope, Leo 1, That is not in vajn 

| to one, that is iptimated to all ; to Peter therefore. ugly 

| ark reG.. becauſe _ S Pattexw is 

| &d to all. the Governouss of theChurch||, _ | Tranfivirquidemin Apoſts- 
3 Our Saviour therefore having ſerved this os W800 vis ins poreſiers, ted 


z deſign, in making the Promiſe firlt to Peter een a jecimerar, Perro 


ſingly, he afterward makes the ſame Pro- | er hoc crediter, 
ka them all. If he ſhall agk why he. Ferri forma ———— _ 
promiſed them to Peter again, when he 

romiſed them to all? Ir is as wiſe a Queſtion, as if 
he ſhould ask,' why a Univerſal includes each Paxticular 
contained ypdex it. KN EL Rf 

But'that whuch follows next, is moſt admirable ;: char 

whatſoever was meant by eithes of thoſe Texts, they being 
jokes conjointly to the twelve, Peter had certgunly. 85 
| og 4 ſhare is them as any (be need not-tear, ye he iS 
| {0 how «. Por- 


r in the right, ) but having ( over 4nd, 


tion in this joint Promiſe) 4 pariicnlar 0ng apart ta: hin- 
ſelf, w whh the reſt were immediately. ng, Shaxers, it cap- 
not be diſproved, ( but by virtue of this ſingulas depvrate 
Promiſe made to him perſonally in the Preſence of the reſt) 
that he had the Keys either alone, or if the Power of the 
Kyys was afterwards given to the reſt, that he was ſupreme 
init. If by this particalar, this fingular Promiſe, this 
Promiſe made to him. perſonally, he. mean, a Promiſe of 
any . particular or ſingular Power, es. that, wig 
was promiſed tothe reft,. he { $ that hk | 
ſhould 8c have proved, and which I have already. coa- 
futed : If he means that Promile made to Peter particu 
| larly. and ſingly, which was afterwards made 9. all the 
; | Apoſtles, at what.an abſurd rate- does he talk? AP 
miſe is made 36 twelye jointly; whe, very Game Promile, 
neither more nor leſs. was befor made t9,0nc v4 

2 twelve 


+ Ibid. 


"the Diſcuſſor's Logick';: and therefore he' 
"Truth than perhaps he was aware of, when he ſaid; that 
- Diſputation was an Employment, not only diſcordant to his 
"Temper, but ſurmounting his Abilities. I haveſaid enough 
'to ruia the firſt Propoſition. 


—O— 


, Diſcour 0 ; 


twelve apart ; therefore this one, hath-either himſelf - 


alone, that which.,is promiſed. to all the twelve ; or if 
the reft have it, hehath it ig a higher D2gree than they. : 
Or thus ; If a Promiſe be firſt made to one Maa ſingly, 
and the ſame Promiſe be afterwards made to this one 
and many more together ; the making the Promiſe to 


him firſt ſingly, either excludes all the reſt from any 


ſhare in-it, or gives him a greater ſhare in it thah-they. 
For inſtance; the Rug promiſes to A in particular, to 
ive him a Captains place, hc afterwards promiſes the 
Fime Preferment to A, B, C, D, E, F, together; A, 
becauſe the- Promiſe was firſt made to him alone, muſt 
either alone be made Captain, and-B, C, D,” E, F, ex- 
cluded ;-or if B, C, D, E, F, be made Captains, A, 
becauſe it-was fir# promiſed to him, muſtbe. made their 
Colonel or General. Theſe are good Conſequences by 
pake more 


Propoſition II. 


The ſecond'is this, that Peter received the Keys im- 
mediately from Chriſt, but the other Apoſtles from or 
by him; Peter ſays he, did not receive them, ſoas tore- 


* Pag. 162-t4in them ſolely to himſelf, but to communicate them to the 


other Apoſtles *. And again; they then may be ſaid to 
receive the Kyys ſecondarily, derivatively, participatively, 
by their aſſociating, adhering, and communicatin} with him 
their HeadT.. "The Falſeneſs' of which"s ſo manifeſt, 
-that one-would think. nohe but” a Man who Had never 
read the New Teftament; could have the Face to offer it 
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Protoſs that have; for can any thing be more evidene 


the <4, "3 7M l _ ra a 7 my 


thanthar theſe words, Whatſoever ye [ball bizd on Earth, 
forall be bound in Heaven, &c. were Token by Chriſt 
himſelf immediately, to all the yo And when that 
Power was aQuually conferr'd, that was here promiſed, 

was it Peter or Chriſt that ſaid to them, As my Father 

bath ſent me, ſo ſend I you, &c. Whoſe Sins ye remit, 

they areremitted ; and whoſe Sins ye retain, they ate retain- 

ed? Was it not Chriſt that ſaid to them immediately, 

Gointo all the World, and preach the Goſpel to every Crea- 
ture? Butinſtead of multiplying Procks from.Scripture, 
Tſhall rather ſend him to his Maſter Befarmire, whom 
-3n'this Point he deſerts. Thatthe Apoſtles received their 
Juriſdiction immediately from Chri#, and not from Sr. 

Peter, he proves by four Arguments: * 1/. By thoſe 

« Words of Chriſt, As my Father hath ſent me, ſo ſend 
« I you. Which place, ſays he, the Fathers, Chry/oſtom 
&« and Theophylaf, fo expound, that they plainly fay,that 
« the Apoſtles were made by theſe words, the Vicars of 
« Chriſt; yea, that they received the very Office and 
«Authority of C w_ 2aly. By the choice of Matthias 
«;nto the place of the Traitor Judas: For we read; 457; 
« x, that Matthias was not choſen an Apoſtle by the 
« Apoſtles, but his Eletion being 'd and obtain'd 
« from God, he was numbred among the Apoſtles. But 
« ſately if all the Apoſtles hadtheir Juri diction from 
&© Peter, that ought moſt eſpecially to have been ſhewn 
* in Matthizs. 3dly. It is proved from St. Paxl, who 
* profefſedly teaches, that he had his Authority and Ju- 
« ri{diction from Chriſt, and thence proves himſelf to be 
« arrue Apoftle, Gal. 1: And [that he might thew'thar 
&« he received not his Authority from Petey or the other 
« Apoſtles, he ſaith, When it pleaſed him who ſeparated me 
« from my Mother's Womb, and call'd me by his Grace to 
* re> 


—_— * 


« peveel his Sow .in me, thit T wight preach bim among +. 
« the Gentiles ; immediately Teopferr d not with Flgh ant 
&* Blogd, &c. 4#hly. By evident. Reaſon, - For the, 
&* les were made by Chriſt only, 4s \ | Apr 6, 
&« coll d his Diſciples, «nd choſe out of them twelye, whan 
*© be pamed Apoſtles, &c. But that the Apoſtles had Jy- 
« ri{diftion, is manifeſt by the Acts of St. Paul, who 
& 1 Cor, 5, EXCOMMunicates ;and 1.Cor, 6,7,11,13. and 
© frequently elſewhere makes Laws ; and allo becauſe 
< the Apoſtalical Digaity,is the firſtand ſupreme Digety 
« ty in the Church, as 15 manifeſt, x Cor. 12. Epbe/. 4. 
* [DeRomPon-© gc, Tthigk Rel/armine hath aid more than eng 
if. . 4.0 23+ ws Confutation of the ſecond Propoſition ||. I there 
gre 


Propoſition III. 


That the Power of the Keys communicated © the 
other Apaſtles was ipferior, and ſubordinate to a higher 
degree of it in St, Peter ; {a ſays the Diſculſor ——] pf 


/ 
Tartar 
| . t that 
| or fubordination in the | 
ather 4po{tles, as he vainly fancies, will leon appear, 
by conſulting that place, where the:power' of the Ks 
before promiſed, was aQually given.to. St. Beper ;. 1 
words by which it was conveyed are-theſe,. 4s mp. F. 
[ent:we, ſo ſend I you ; and he breathed on them, and, [aid, 
Receive ye the Holy Ghoit ; whoſe [cever Sins ye nemits 
+ John 20. 2, they are remitted; 4nd whoſe ſoever Sjns 14 ref4ins, they 
222235 are retained Þ. In which words we bave.thele two 


things. 


FirZt, 


IT 


ON PEREBDCORNnIT 


tbe” Pope's Supremacy. 79 


Pir#, That the power of the Keys is here given to 
the Apoſtle. | 

Secondly, That this Power is here given equally to 
Peter, and the other Apoſtles; that is, .in as high a 
degree to the other Apoltles, as it was promiſed 
to Peter, Matth. 16. 19. 


Fir#, That the power of the Keys isheregiven; all 
thoſe who own the DoQtrine & Authority of the Church 
of Rome (and by conſequence the Difcul lor himſelf) 
will be forced to grant: (z.) Becauſe this is expreſly 
taught by the Fathers. (2.) Becaulc its alſo taught by 
the. Romer. Catechiſm, andthe Council of Trept. 

I. This is no new- Conceit of Hereticks, but it is 
expreſly taught by the Fathers, whoſe unanimous Judg- 
ment..in the interpreting of IT_ every Prieſt of 
the Church of Rowe (as I ſaid before) is by folemn 
'Oath obliged'to-follow. If that which is ſaid, ſays O- 
rigen, Twill give thee the Kyys of the _ of Heaves, 
be common, why not all the reſt; BUT IN E GO- 
SPEL OF JOHN OUR SAVIOUR GIVING THE 
HOLY GHOST BY BREATHING, SAYS, RE- s 
CEIVE YE THE HOLY GHOST || .. The Lord, 3 nn 
fays Cyprian, ſpeaks to Peter, I ſay unto thee---- And altho 
10 all the les after his Reſurrettion he gives equal Power, 
end ſays, ASMY FATHER SENT ME, * DeUnirar.. Eccleſ.. 
SO ENDIYOU *. All the Apoſtles, fays Foo or err 
Gaudentins, won Chriſt's Reſurrettion, re- nes apottoli Chriſto furgence in 
cetve the Kyys in Peter ; nay rather they re- Pero Fay toms wr Quin- 
ceive with Peter from our Lord himſelf, the caves ab i —_ ps. ra 


Keys of the Heavenly Kingdom ; when he Lg air — ace 


faith to them, Receive ye the Holy Ghoſt, Trad. quem Foe ny 
quo 


» Notarii accep. 


whoſe Sins ye remit, ©.) T. That ye may A 


| Serm. 108. 


de Diverlſ. 


* De Pznit. Sa- 


camento, .5- SIN JE RFTAIN, THET ARE RET AINED'*. "And | 
S. $5; 
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know, ſays Auſtin, that the Church received the KEYS 


the Kingdom of Heaven , hear in another flaws what the F 
THE FOLY 


Lord ſays to all his Apoſtles, RECEIVE T, 
GHOST: TO WEOMSOEVER. YE REMIT SINS, 


THEY ARE. REMITTED; AND WHOSOEVER'S" | 
SINSTE RET AIN, THEY ARE RETAINED |}. And ©; 
Theophylaft in his Comment on Marth. 16.19. Thoit 


was ſaid to Peter only, I will give thee the Kyys; yet it 
was afterwards. given to all the Apoſtles, when Chriſt ſaid 
to them, WHOSE SINS YE REMIT, THEY ARE 
REMITTED, &«. Inſtead of producing more of the 
Fathers, I challenge the Diſcuſfor to produce oneanti- 
ent Author who hath ſaid the contrary. | 

2. But if the Fathers ſhould now loſe their Authori- 
ty (as they are wont to do with the Romaniſts, when- 
> in they contradiCt theirnew Faith) yet unleſs he put 
on his eriple caſe, he will not be able to reſiſt that which 
follows ; paſſing over many private Authors '(*as the 
commonly call them, though licenfed y rhe high 
publick Authority ) I ſhall produce only the Raman Ca- 
techiſm, compoſed by the order of the Council bf Trex, 


and the Council of Trent it ſelf. The Roman Catechiſm 
Ipraking of rhe Miniſter of the Sacrament- of Penance, 
ay 


5s, He muſt have' not only the Power of Order, but 0 
Turiſdittion,” who ought to perform this' Office. But thoſe 
words of our Lord in St.John, afford us an illuſtrious Tefti- 
mony of this Miniſtry, WHOSE SINS TE -REMIT, 
THET ARE REMITTED TO THEM; AND W HOSE 


the Council of Trent declares, that all thoſe Opinions 
are falſe, and Strangers from the Truth of the Goſpel, 
which anda - "4 extend to other Me beſides Biſhops and 
Prieſts, the eMiniſtry of the KETS ; thinking thoſe words 
of our Lord, WHATSOEVER TE BIND ON EART hb- 
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VER SINSTE . RET AIN, THEY ARE RETAINED, 


to be | og indiffently to all the faithful, &c.*+ By which + Sci. 14. de 
lain, that the Trent Fathers, took remitting and Sram. Pznit, 
retaining in St.John, to ſignify the ſame thing with /oo- ”_ 


it 1s P 
ſing 4nd binding in St. Matthew. 


Secondly, This Power is here given equally toSt. Pe- 
ter and the other Apoſtles; or in as high a degree to the 
other Apoſtles as it 'is to Peter. This will becleared 
from, 


Firſt, The Words themſelves. 
, Secondly, The Judgmeat of the Fathers upon them. 
Thirdly, The Conceſſions of many Learned Men of 
the Church of Rome. 


Firſt, From the Words themſelves, ,no part of which 
is addreſſed tg Peter alone, or to Peter more eſpecially 
than toany of the reſt, but toall of them jointly, with- 
out any note of Difference between them. Had our 
Saviour been of the Diſcuſſor'ss Mind, he would have 
ſpoken to this Effet, As my Father hath ſent me, (0 


ſend I thee Peter ; and as | ſend thee, ſo do thou ſend them. 


Whoſeſoever ſins thou remitteit, they are remitted; and 
whoſeſoever ſins they remit in Subordination to thee as their 
Prince, they are remitted. Whereas we ſee no ſuch Di- 


RKinQion made, but as my Father ſent me, ſo ſend I you, 


without any Preference of Peter before the meaneſt of 


them. And accordingly. (as an'excellent Divin@of our 
.own Church obſerves), when the Holy Ghoſt deſcended, 


- it was imparted to each. of them alike, without any niark of 


Diſtin#ion. For we read not of one Flame that crowned 
the 


” And: WHOSESOEVER SINS TE REMIT, THEY 
* ARE REMITTED TO. THEM, AND WHOSESOE- 


wy __—_ ov . =, f % ts =_—_ ' > -4c; 
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that of his Brethren; but the Text ſaith, the Tongues, like 
as of Fire, were divided, -aud ſat upon one of 
ſingly, and they were all filled with the Holy Ghoſt, Ads 


filled all the Houſe where they were fitting, and not only 


| Zexts txamined 


| +04, 2% been made to them all]... 


Secondly, If weconſult the Fathers, we may obſerve 


x.. Not one of them intimates, that avy thing was to be 


them all. . And ſome of them expreſly tell us, .that he 

ave the ſame Power here to-all the Apoſtles, that he 
Fad before given to one : ſo. do St. Cyprian and Theo- 
phylat#. 2. The: Power here given to &ll the Apoſtles, 
they take to be fo full, that a fuller and more ample 
could not be given to Peter. St. Chryſoftom ſays, He 


*'Kdr rf SaMx'n ren do» If Fadoment to the Son, but T fee this all 
ku xplr=grdonma open I commited to theſe by the Son *. 

erm Tit iv are mes= And Cyril of Alexandria: (as T find him 
boy hong yep eo by Belarmine ) ſays, That by theſe 


__— oo 5 24<aMP ” - Apoſtles and_ Teachers whole World; 


4 ow Power is contained in the Apoftolical Authority, there- 


JI 


them. 
2.2,3. The mighty Wind alſo wherein this Flame came, 


Lhich Papiſts #hat corner where St. Peter was placed. And fo thif Pro» - 
cite jor St. Pe- miſe was equally perform'd. in commoy to them all, as it had. 


in-them thoſe two things pertinent to our Purpoſe. . 
found in» this Text peculiar to Peter, by which he. was 


ſet above his Brethren ; but whatſoever Power was here. 
given, they fi ed it given in common and equally to 


gave them all Heavenly Power, when he. ſaid to them, Whoſe 
Sims ye remit, they are remitted, &c.. And what Power can 
be greater than this ? The Father hath gives 


" $90 N roar dondy mYrwsry. Words, the. Apoſtles 94 pre ly created : 
of tx 
and that we may underſtand that all Eccleſi-- 


the Head of $4. Peter, greater and more illefttidig thaw 1 
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- fore: Chriſt added, AS MT.FATHER SENT ME, &c.. 
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' For as mwch as the Father ſent the Sow inveſted with the | 


:heft Pawer F. Now can there be any Power or De- fÞ<lLdeRom. 
2 % Power, that is not contained in all, and in the a: - 
heit Power I ear dbigtbioggh ro eiraN Pope Gre- 
I. by virtue of thele $, alcrie —_ 
to all £4 Apoſtles, [uperni judicii Princi- FW rien m_y 
patum, and makes them ali to be God's #- quibuſdam peecata retineane, 
cars, in retaining {ame Men's Sins, and re- —_ pe - 
laxing others ||. Yea, 


Thirdly, This is no more than what is acknowledg- 
ed by many zealous Aſſertors of the Pope's Supremacy; 
Of which I ſhall now name but three, becauſe they may 
ſerve inſtead of a thouſand Witneſſes, two of the three 
being Teſwits, and two of them alſo Cardinals. The 
Jeſuit Maldongte in his Comment upon theſe Words, 


tells us, That the Power which Chri#t had received, as ſent 


by his Father, he gave to his Apeſtles, whom he ſent in his 


fed whom he m_ Fo V, xp" 70 is manifeſt, \aith 
e, from the Words following ; for therefore «» poceſtatem ip 
he Liars on them, therefore he ſaid, Whoſe tre miſs e yoo 
Sins ye-remit, they are remitted, &C. that 
he might ſbew, that he gave as great Autho- 
rity to them, as be had received from his Fa- * 
ther ; for there can be no greater, thas that 
of remitting Sins *. The Cardinal of 'Cy- -« 
« lays, We know that Peter reterved no 
wore Power from Chriſt, than the other Apo-" .. + Scimus quod Perrus nihit 


\ . % 


files ; for nothing was ſpoken toPeter, which | pies tis Chriſto a recepix 


was not alſo [poken to theothers ; As \t Was aus Ap Nihil_cnim 
ſaid c See en thou thalt bind.- ali itumom fe No 
And therefore we rightly [ay, that all the **P<roditumeſt quodcungue 
Apoſtles were equal in Power Þ. Yea Car- gue hgarerirs, &c. Be Gs 
dinal Bellarmine himilelf, having cited the - cord. Gaths 
Rey | 1 gs | i 


© tibi vides 
is per alla 


Ponif. c, 2 3, 


| + Pag. 168. 


- %- Batemur enim Apaſtolos 
faiſſe pares-in A eos themſe 
Nare,. & -habuille 1 
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Words of St. Cyprian, makes this Taference from thenr, | 


Where 'you ſee, that the ſame is given. to the Apoſtles by 
theſe Words, T SEND YOU, which was promiſed to Pe- 
ter by that ſaying, I. WILL GIVE THEE THE K FYS, 
and afterward exhibited by that, FEED MY SHEEP: 
But it is manifeſt; that by theſe Words, I WILL GIVE 


THEE THE KEYS, and by theſe, FEED - 


_ _ apo- MY SHEEP, zhe fulleft Furiſdittion is to 


v9s, quod Perro fuerat promiſ- be under flood {. What can be more plain- 
ſum, per illud, 7i6i dab» claves, Iy expreſſed, than that the Power con- 
er poſtea exhibirum per- ilſud, 

paſee owes, &c, Lib. 4. Ne Rom. 


vey'd to. the Apoſtles by thele Words,. I 
ſend you, was equal to that. promiſed-to 
Peter, in the Promiſe of the Keys ? 

I know Bellaamine tells us,_that. he hath elſewhere 
ſhew'd, that this is no Impediment to Peter's Primacy ; 
what, not to his Primacy of Power ? Can they.all be 
equal in Power,, and yet Peter-be their Superiowr ? But 
how doth Bellarmine reconcile this Contradition ? We 
confeſs, fays he, the Apoſtles were equal in Apoſtolical Pow- 
er, and had in.all things the ſame Authority over Chriſti- 

an People, but they were not equal among 

72 * Which is in effe the ſame 

in -populos With-what the Diſcuſſor ſays; Is this 
omnino aw- their Apoſtolical Commiſſion, they were all 


© _thoricatem, ſed ide pares | 
iocer {e. De 9 equal ; but this was granted them, not in re- 


erence to one another, but in reference to 
the: whole. World, of which they were all Heads and Princes +: 
But 1s. not-this to ſolve one Contradiftion by another ? 
They were all equal in Apoſtolical Power ; and” the Apoſts- 
lical Power (as he juſt before ſays) was ſumma Poteſftas, 


.the higheſt Power, and contained al/ Eccleſiaſtical Pow- 


er; andyet Peter. was higher in Power than they, and 


- had ſome Power which they had not; that is, they all 


had- and: had” not, the higheſt *Power ; they all hadand 
had not, all Eccleſiaſtical Power.. 


But L 
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- But notwi all that hath been faid tothe con- 
trary, the Fathers, if we may. take the Diſcuſſor's 
Word, are plainly on his fide ; and if we will not cre- 
dit his Word,. he has produc'd their own Words, to 
aſſure us that they areſo, | | 

I ſhall therefore examin the Teſtimonies produc'd, 

having firſt premiſed theſe two thingsas preparatoyy 
thereunto. | 

I. That the Queſtion now is not, Whether the Keys * 
were given to Peter'in particular, or after a particulari- 
ſing. manner : Or, whether they were given to him «- 
lone, when our Saviour ſaid, I will give thee the Revs, 
&c. But ſuppoſing them now given to the other Apo- 
ſtles ; whether they were given to Petey in another ſenſe,: 
or in a /ublimer and compleater degree, (as the Diſcuffor 
ſpeaks) than they were givea to the other Apoſtles ?. 

2,” We ſhall: have great reaſun to ſuſpett, that this - 
Gentleman miſrepreſents the Senſe of the Fathers, if 
we do but conſider that his Friend Maldonat ( who was 
a little better acquainted with their Writings than heis) 
tells uis,. that he. ſaw all Authors (except Origen) un- 
derfiood the Words ſpoken to Peter, Matth. 16. 19. in 
the ſame-ſenſe, with thoſe ſpoken to Peter and the reft 
of the Apoſtles jointly, Matth. 18. 18. 'And by confe- 

uence,they underſtood the Keys to be given in the /Jme 
ſenſe and amplitude to the reſt of the Apoſtles, as fo Pe- 
ter |. Which being premiſed, I ſhall now examine the 
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1 — Nec enim 
codem ſenſu 


Teſtimonies themſelves. qu Perro aq} 


diftumiincerpretor, Raodraque ſotattis ſuper Tera, eit ſulutun & is, Call ;, th RE _ 


-AnRores preter Origenem in cadem fuifſe ſententia. Mald, in Matth. 14.19, 


He begins with Origen, from whom he cites two 
Paſſages... The. firſt of which he ſo grofly abuſes, that 
tiad he to that one line he quotes, ' added the thtee next, . 

| every 


"F Mifeorſe's "4; 

* every Reader would /have fem, that irfs direMy con- 
trary tv that, for the proof of which he brings it. - The 
Words he quotes are theſe, 4n /oli Petro denrur « Chri- 
flo rlaves ? How from hence he can (infer, that Origes 
acknowledges Peter more excelling in the power of the Keys, 
than the other Apoſtles, is paſt my underſtanding. Bur 


. fageis this, Were the Keys of the Kzngdom of Heaven 
groen by Chriſt to Peter only, and ſhall no other Saint ye+ 
tebve them? But if that whith & ſaid, I will give thee the 

Keys of the Kingdom of Heaven, be common alſo to the 
& ",.... reſt, why are not all thoſe things which are 

uh 26,919 hire re [poten before, and which follow, common to 

© 


- afowepgnone them all * ? In which Words its plain, 


Tis 9%) wearay 
ingG- Wh weagete evris *- that as Origen denies the Keys tobe given 
- 4 += apap mM 1» Peter only ; ſo in ſupoſing that very Pro- 
; miſe, 1 will give thee the Roys, to be com- 
mon to the reſt, he muſt ot neceffiry ſappoſe, that the 
Keys were given td the reſt, inthe fame Degree they 
were to Peter. £4).57 
'  Tatheother Paſſage I grant, that Origen makes no 
ſmall difference .between the Promiſe made to Perry, 
Meatth. 16, and that made to the Diſciples, Marth: 18. 
to. Peter-were given the Kyys, not of ONE HEA- 
VEN, but of MANY HEAVENS; rhat wharſorver he 
nent on Exrth, ſbouldbe bound, not is ONE HE A- 
EN, but in ard THis HEAT, but re Shes 
1h et KLI8 he ſays, that they ſhould bind and loofe wot 
pes elem $2. 48 the HEAVENS, a PETER 5 tut 6 
ez ſunt claves, noti-anks'Cxti; ON E HEAVEN +, The Reaſon 
ſed mulrorum Czlorum, ©% . he made this Difference, was, becauſe the 
Ec ' Word is uſed im rhe ptural Number in 
17 5967. the; firſt place |, in the Tingular in the ſecond *. | 


” & To KpRIG or 


But 


if to theſe we add the words following, the whole Paſ- - 


Ks A < 8K te tc dS & rods a ak a. cw 


am—_—_ a. -— — i a4 #44 cc. a a—_—_ Mc u oc. a. uf Dc aicc.coDc 


- > A. es. 2 & © TT e« aſl as 


© _- Birds not Maldapere himſelf 


i Wn guD = Cay 


-#hd Dans? Ortor aro wm 


aſham'd of this? 
does he: not lay, that be. loſh the Truth in 06+ Ek. 
proving it 208 ſubtitly + ? Is not the word Jed yergm folidamque 
in Scri in both numbers, with» Farerns SRTEIEY 
y the leaſt diflerence in ſenſe ?.: For V5 
inſtange, St. Merthew ſays, when Jeſus was baptiz'd, 
the Heavens were panes | St. Luke lays, the Heaven || Matth. 3. 16, 
was opened * ; Yea the ſame Evangeliſt uſes them both * Luke 3, 21, 
indifferently. In the Lord's Prayer the word. is plural 
in the Introduftion, ſingular inthe third Peticion, both 
in St. Mattbem aod Luke, and in both uſed in the ſame * 
ſenſe. And ſo far were the Fathers from making any 
difference between them, that they on the contrary fre- 
queatly expreſs Matth. 18. 18. in the plural Number, + anftrar. Ca. - 
and Matth. 16. 19. in the ſingular, as Chemier hath ——— | 
proved at large I; Lt. c 13s 
But granting his Argument to be nothing, yet it 1 
evident from hence, (ays the Dilcuſſor, that Origen did 
believe Peter to be more eminent, and to ſurmonut the reſt 
is the Power of the Kzys ||. This is not more evident, | Pag. 153 
than it is from the place immediately before-cited, that 
be believed the contrary. But ſuppoſe (as Maldonate 
fays) that he was in this a Diſſenter from all the other = 
Fathers (as in many other Points ht was) ſhall his ole 2 
Tudgment, and that grounded upon a childiſh Error, 
of more Authority with us, than the more folid 


| Jadgment of all the reſt? And why. ſhould we value 


is Judgment in this, more than the Romanifts do, in 
that which immediately follows, viz. That by how much 
the better any Man is; by ſo much the greater power he hath 
of binding and looſing, which in the Church of Rowe is 


no-leſs than Hereſy. 


But the Truth is, this place of Origen is nothing to 
the Purpoſe. For he.doth not here compare Pexer to 
the 


* Vos, Oſanfti 


Diſcourſe "of- 


Matth. 18. 18.: to be direQed to:thole alone, who 


their Brother of his fault ; as will be evident ta every. | 


one who ſhall impartially conſider the place; 


_ "The next Father he quotes is St. Flay. And how | 


does it appear; that he gives a larger Portion of the 


. Keys to Peter, than to the other Apoſtles? Thus, that 


whereas he calls the other Apoſtles, Jaxitores Czli, the 
Door-Kyepers of Heaven; he calls Peter by way. of Tranſcen- 


 Aency,' O' Beatus Cali Janitor, O bleſſed Door-Kyzeper of 


Heaven. Ts not this Demonſtration ? It might pals for 
{uch with the Diſcuſſor, had not- St. Hjlary in another 
place unluckily given the ſame Title (and another too 
as high): to all the Apoſtles : You O' HOLY AND 
BLESSED MEN, 'who for the-merit of your. Faith have 
obtained the KEYS-OF THE KINGDOM OF HEA- 
VEN, &c. * What is this, but to call them all, the Holy 


et beati viri, #74 Bleſſed Door-Kpepers of Heaven ? 
ob fidei veſtrx © 4k | 
mericum claves Fegnj Ceelorutn ſorriti, et ligandi arque ſolyendt in Ccelo er 10 terra jus adepti, 
de Trinitar, 1. 6- Col, 24, Edic, Parif. 1631+ | | 


But the Diſcufſor ſays, He likewiſe affirms hin advan- 
ced above the reſt. Advanc'd ! in what ? It he ſpeak to 
the Parpoſe, i» the Power of the Kgys. How does he 
prove it ? By theſe Words, Quia ſolu yy" ceteris 
Apoſtalis ſilentibus, ſupereminentem fidei ſue Confeſſione 
locum promeruit, But what if the Word (ocum) be not 
in Hilary, What ſhall I think of his foiſting in one 
Word. for another? Was not the Aftion unworthy and 


- difingenuous? in him eſpecially who pretends ſo much toTruth 


aud honeſt Dealing ? The beſt Palliation I can make for 
him, 


the reſt 'of the Apoſtles (towhom he ſu the Pow- 
ef of the: Keys was equally-given, Match, 16.)-but-th 

 'thoſe-private Chriſtians only, who ſhould thrice admo- 

.. Niſh. their offending Brother: he ſuppoſing the Words 


nA, wWrTh 
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PETS 
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| th Ind s Q Ye A Lb; & 
him, is, that he found it in Bellarmine +. St. Hilary's. # Þ* Rom: 
words are theſe, Qui in cunitorum Apoſtolorum filentio 4 __ L. 1. C. 
Dei filium revelatione Patrus intelligens, ultra humans in- ; 
firmitatis modum ſupereminentem Beatz Fidei ſue confeſ- 
ſroneGloriam promeruit ||. How wide is the difference be- | ve Trinita- 
tween theſe words, and thoſe of the Diſcuſſor ? It was © 1-5. col.78. 
pity he omitted the word Beate, becauſe from thence he 
might have obſery'd the trenſcendency of Peter's Faith. 
But that which I obſerve is, That inſtead of Locum, 
St. Hilary hath Gloriam. Now ſince he was of opinion 
(though different from all that went before him ) that 
Peter alone at that time knew the, Divinity of Chri## by 
a ſpecial Revelation from God ; what can he mean by 
this ſupereminent Glory, but that he obtained the honor 
of conteſſing Chriſt's Divinity, while the other Apo- 
ſtles were as yet ignorant of it ? 

But it is obſervable, that whereas he affirms the other 
Apoſtles to have received the Keys of Fidei ſue merituis, 
he aſſerts in his Comments on Matth. 13. Petram fide c4- 
teros anteiſſe. From whence he infers, That he having 
4 greater portion of Faith, conſequently had 4 larger power 
F; the Kgys. But nothing can be more evident, than 
that Hilary does not mean by anteiſſe, that Peter had a 
greater Portion of Faith than the reſt, but that his Faith 
was before theirs i» time ; the words immediately 
following, doug _ => ” ref not knowing it, he 
rt an{wered, T hou art the Son of the livins \, | 
{ed - But is it the DoCtrine of the —— 
Church of Rome, that a Biſhop hath the Pi Vivi. Comment. in Math, 
power of the Keys more or leſs in propor= ** '+ 
tion to the meaſure of his Faith ? If fo, then ſuppoſing 
Peter had a Supremacy of Power, the Pope cannot ſuc- 
ceed him therein, unleſs he ſucceed him alſo in the Su- 

M premacy 


# Diſcourſe of * 
remacy of his Faith : And I fear the Di/cnfſor will be: 
hard put to it, to name any one Pope, whofe Faith 
hath furmonnted that of all other Biſhops. 

The five next Teſtimonies, viz. thoſe of St. Ambroſe 
(though no ſuch words as rhoſe he quotes are in Serm. 
66.) Cyril, Baſil, Chryſoſtom, Cyprian, areall imperti- 
nent, becauſe they only affirm ſimply, that the Keys 

were given or entruſted to Peter, So Ambroſe, He it 
i that received the Keys of the Kingdom of Heaven.. So 
Cyril, Peter bearing the Keys of Heaven, &c. There is 
nothing of compariſon in any of theſe Quotations be- 
tween Peter and the other Apoſtles ; nothing to infinu- 
ate, that he hath'the Keys in a higher degree than they. 
Tf any thing be hence inferr'd, it muſt be this, Thar 
Peter had the Keys ſokely, becauſe they ſeem to ſpeak 
a4 excluſively of the other Apoſtles. Bur that this can- 
Þs9, = 2% not be their meaning, the Diſcuſfor himſelf grants +. 
That they cannot mean, that he had this Power in a 
higher degree than' the other Apoſtles, 1s as evident ; 
becauſe the very fame Fathers make him and the reſt 
equal in this Power.. What then is the reaſon why they 
Tpeak after this manner? Either, 1. Bec2uſetheſe words, 
Iwill groe thee the Kgys, were dire&ed to Petey alone, tho 
meant toall the Apoſtles (as $t: Ambroſe. ) Or, 2. Be- 
cauſe (to repreſent Unity) the Keys were given firſt to 
Peter only, which were afterward given to all the Apo- 

files (as St. Cyprian held.) 
That Bede cannot mean by the Words he quotes, that 
Peter had any Degree of Power above the other Apo- 
ſtles, is manifeſt, in that hee y attributes to them 
all, the very ſame Power of binding and Joofing, that 
was given to Peter. This Power, ſays he, i without 


neral 


doubt groen to all the Apoſtles, to whom Chrift ſaid in ge-' 
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i Pope's 0 T7 
Holy Ghoſ : Whoſe Sins ye remit, &c. || And gil nn tells fine dubjo cur 
he {ays the ſame again preſently after the « poſt refurre&ionem dicirur, 
Words quoted. All therefore that he Jopite Spirirum lanum, 4, 
means by the Keys being given to Peter # 
# ceteris, is this, that they were given to Peter firſt, 
and to the other Apoſlles after his Reſurre&ion. 
He acknowledges, St. Auſtin affirms, the Kzys to be 
given to the Church when they were given to St. Peter *, » pay, 164; 
But he cannot ſee, that this difringes the leaſt ray of Clart 
tude from his Glory, but rather gilds it with a more radiant 
Luſtre. Yea, with a luſtre{o radiant, that it hath quite 
put out his Eyes ; for he muſt be blind who cangat ſee, 
that this is utterly inconſiſtent with a Supremacy of 
Power in St. Peter. Not if rightly anderſtood, ſays he, 
for if you conſult his Writings, you mill find the reaſon 
which moved him to affirm this, was becauſe Peter repreſent- 
ed the Church ; now in what Quality he repreſented it; he 
diſcovers himſelf in his Tratt. ult. in Johan, Cujus Ecclefie 
Petrus Apoſtolus propter Apoftolatus [ui Primatum gerebat 
fiaurata generalitate perſonam. And in Pſal. 108. Cy- 
jus Eccleſia ille agnoſcitur gelfeſſe perſonam propter primatum 
quem in Diſcipulis habuit. And. in Serm. 23. de verbis 
Domini, Beatus Petrus figuram Eceleſie portans, Apoſtola- 
tus principatum tenens, But by his leave, St. Auſtin 
in thele places, tells us only the Reaſon why he repre- 
ſeated the Church, notin what Quality he repreſented 
it. He did bear the Perſon of the, Church, propter A- 


poſtolatins ſui primatum, propter primatury quem-in Diſci- 
palys habuit, and Apoſtolat us jrinnpeion fenens' that is, 
by reaſon of the Primacy of order, or Precedence- he 
had. among the Apoſtles ; for this is the Primacy St. 
Auſtin mean, a5 appears by, his. own Words, in the 
place quoted by the Diſcuſlpe, him{elf, in the next Page 5 
= UC 


SOOY 2 courſe 'of J 
ſacha Primacy, from which not the leaſt yay of Sove- 
reignty can be derived. | This, he ſuppoſes was the rea- 
fon, why our Saviour made choice of him to repreſent 
the Church, rather than another. But to ſay he repre- 
ſented the Church in the Quality of its Prince or Go- 
vernor, is non-ſence: A Prince, as fuch, cannot repre- 


{ſcent his SubjeQts ; nor any Governor, thoſe under his | 


Government. Beſides, that theſe very places of St. 
Auſtin he produces, are a direft Contradiftion to this 
Conceit, as may appear by a ſhort RefleQtion upon them. 
The firſt, with the addition of thoſe Words he hath 
omitted, as not for his turn, is thus in Engliſh ; Of 
which Church PETER for the Primacy of his Apoftleſhip 
did bear the Perſon, the whole being figured in him. For 
as to what properly appertains to him, he was by Nature one 


Man, by Grace one Chriſtian, by more abundant Grace, one 


and the firſt Apoſtle. But when it is ſaid to him, Iwill 


+ ——Cujus Return Toms 
Apoſtolus propter Apoſtolatus 
yp i gerebart figurata 
generalitate perſonam., Quod 
enim ad ipſum proprie pertiner, 
natura unus homo erat, gratla 
unus Chriſtianus, abundantiore 

ia, unus idemque primus A- 

us; ſed quando eiditum 

eſt, Tibi dabo claves—- Univer- 

ſam ſigni r Ecclefiam. In E- 
vang. Johan, Traftat, 1 24- 


give thee the Keys — he fignified the whole 


Church, &c,|| In which Words, theſe two . 


things. may be obſerved, each of which 
is deſtructive of the Diſcuſſor's Notion. 
1. That St. Auſtin makes. him bear the 
Perfon of the Church; -neither as an A4po- 
file, nor as the prime Apoſtle; this is evi- 
dent by the Words fed quazdo. He was 
an Apoſtle, = the prime Apoſtle, but when 
it was faid to him, I will give thee the 


K795, he. ſignified the Church. Hedid not therefore 
repreſent the Church, as he was rhe prime Apoſtle. 
2. That he bore the Perſon of the Church, only as he 
ſignified the Church : And has he that ſignifies another, 
Dominion over him whom he ſignifies ? as for inſtance, 
- the Ambaſſador over his Prince ? The next place will 
give us a farther Proof of the Diſcuffor's fair dealing, 


For 


ad bs #5 ot 


the Pope' ' Supyemacy. 


Foy 8: ſome things fays St. Auſtin, are ſaid, which may 


ſeem properly to 


elong to the Apoſtle Peter, which yet have 


not a clear Senſe, unleſs when they are referred to the 
Church, of which he is acknowledged to have born the *Per- 
fon in a Figure, by reaſon of the Primacy he had among 
the Diſciples, as is that, Twill give thee the Kyys of the 
Kingdom of Heaven, and if there be any ſuch like; fo 


Judas after a certain manner ſuſtains the 
Perſon of the Jews, the Enemies of Chriſt, 
&c. || Why did he here omit the Words 
(in figurs) unleſs becauſe they were not 
favourable to his Deſign ? And why did he 
cut off all that, concerns Judas, but be- 
cauſe he faw it was plainly againſt it ? 
Theſe things are here obſervable. x. That 
T will give thee the Keys, though ſpoken 
to Peter, yet cannot have a clear Senſe un- 
leſs it be referr'd to the Church. 2. That 


[| Sicut enim quzdam dicuti- 
tur, quz ad Apoſtolum Perrum 
proprie perrinere videantur, nec 
tamen habenr illuſtrem incelle- 
um, niſi cum referuntur ad Ec- 
clefiam, cujus ille agnoſcitur in 


fi fe perſonam, ſicutt 
et, 2 I pre = regni Cele» 
rum, & fiqua cjufmodi : ita Ju- 
das perſonam quodammodo ſu- 
ſtiner inimicorum Chriſti Judz- 
orum, &c, In Plal. 108, 


there might 


be other ſuch things ſaid to him. 3. That Chriſt did 


not promiſe him the Primacy, when he promiſed the 
Keys, for he had that before. 4. That he did bear 
the Perſon of the Church in a Figure, 5. That Judas 
after # manner ſuſtained the Perſon of Chriſt's Enemits; 
and in another place, he ſays not after manner, but 


abſolutely, that one wicked Mar ſignified the Body of the « a. 
Wicked, as Peter did the Body of the Good, the Body of in Evang. jo- 


the Church*. Now will the Diſcuſſor ſay, that Judas 1": 
had Juriſdi&ion over the Body of the Wicked F. 


t See Eppha- 
C. Is 


ta, 

Tt is irkſom to inſiſton theſe things, I ſhall therefore 
paſs over his next Quotation from Serm. 23. de verb. 
Domini (by an error of the Preſs, I ſuppoſe, put for 
Serm. 13.) which is as little to the purpoſe, as either 
bf the former ; and ſhall defire the Diſcuſlor to refolve 


me theſe two Queſtions. 
1. Whewher 


| Sicurmiſi 7 ſon of the Church, and ſo this was ſaid to them, as if 


A Diſcourſe of | 

r, Whether every one'of the Apoſtlesreceived t 

Keys as Head of the Church, becauſe they are all by 

St. Aaſtix joined with Peter in repreſenting the Church. 

For having quoted the Words of our Saviour, As my 
Father ſent me, ſo ſend Iyou : Whoſe Sins ye remit, th 

are remitted, &c. He adds, If therefore they did bear the 


me Pater,ct e- i w4s ſaid to the Church it ſelf ||. 


mirro VoS-- 


Soo fi perfonam gerebant Tcelefiz, & fic cis hoc diftum eft, ranquam ipfi Eccleftz diceretur 


&c, De Bapriſmo Contr. Donariſt, 1, 3. c. 18. 


2, Whether St. John was the Primate of the Church 
Triumphant ? The ground of the Query is, becauſe 
St. Auſtin in this fame TraQtat quoted by the Diſcuſlor, 
makes St. John the Figure of the State of the Church 
in Heaven, as he does St. Peter of the State of the 
Church on Earth. 

But it tends mach to Peter's Glory, that in St, Auſtin's 
TFudgment none of the Apoſtles repreſented the Church but 
he. How much ſoever it may otherwiſe tend to his 
Glory, nothing of Dominion can be hence inferred, 
Nor is this Glory. fo appropriated by Auftiz to Peter, 
but it is by him aſcrib'd to the other Apoltles together 
with him- (as I have ſhewed before.) But how bright 
ſdever this Glory may be in it ſelf, the Diſcuſſor has here 
drawn a Vailover it, by making him who before recei- 
ved the Keys as their Prince, to receive them now as 
their Proxy ; for ſo he adds in the fame Page; He recei- 
wed them immediately ——— They received them by a Pro- 
xy, &c. Now a Proxy, as ſuch, hath not one Ray of Cla- 
ritude,, by which he outſhines thoſe whoſe Proxy he is. 

When Optatas lays, That he alone received the Keys 


" of 'the Kingdom of Heaven, ito be COMMUNICA; 


TED 30 the reſt, he doth not mean, to be-commus- 
nicated 


os, tb eee, tbe 6 tl 
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| -nicated by him, but by Chrii (as a Ro- 
ns Dotho 
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r-expounds it *) And the pre- 
ference Optatw there gives to him, con- 
fiſts in this, that he alone received the 
Promiſe firſt, which was afterwards per- 
form'd to all the reſt. | 
Asto what he adds concerning Matth. 18. 18. That 
the Fathers expound it of fraternal Correption. If he 
mean al, or the greater number of the Fathers, it ſhews 
either his Ignorance or his Inſincerity. Of thoſe four 
he mentions, Origen I grant does ſo. Chryſoftom, Mal- 
donat fays, ſpeaks obſcurely, that he knows not whether he 
was of thi opinion or not ; but in another place he, as 


* Et cleves regni Calorum cou- 
mancandas ceteris ; id eft, quas 
Chriſtus commenda 


95 


rurus crat 


ce, Du Pin. Dilſercar. 4, 
i, 


plainly as words can make it, applies this Text to the + De utilicae, 
| Apoſtles only +. Mt. Jerom he palpably abuſes, by quo» Le. Scripe. 


ting his Words on ver.16. whereas he expreſly expou 


wer. 18, of the Power given to the Church of binding b 


and looſing. The words cited from St. Ambroſe, I know 


' not where to find ; but I ſuſpect he has dealt as fairly 


with him, as with St. Jerom. 

The remainder of this Chapter is either ridiculous or 
:mpertinent, except that he ſays, Sr. Ferom in his Com- 
ments on Matth. 16. ſpeaking of the Power of Kyys, ac- 
#nowledges Peter to have received it SPECIATIM: 
Which 1s not, I grant, impertinent, but that which is 
much worſe, a downright Fallity : For in his Com- 
ments upon that Chapter, the word Speciatim is not to 
be found, nor any other of a like import, relating to 
St. Peter. Nor yet thoſe Words he quotes as follow- 
ing after it. | 

Propoſition IV. 


That by the Kzys promiſed and given to PETER, «, 


meant the ſupreme Power of governing the Univerſal 
Church ||. 


Tom. 5.p. 50, 
ads Edit. Front, 
uc, 


ſtea cxreris 


F Pag. 134- 


| 2.194, 134 Church ||. 


* Primum eft Petro promiſ- 


"Dijcourſle of - 


"S> % 
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meant Supreme in a negative ſenſe, vis. that Power 


than which there is none1n the Church higher, it would ' 


be true; but then in this ſenſe Supreme Power was given 
to every "Apoſtle. But as he means thereby a Power ſu- 
perior to that 'of the other Apoſtles, by which Peter 


ioi, |c Bellarminus, ſum- 
mam poreſtaremin omnem Ec- tO Peter, were afterward granted to the 


cleſiam. Ellies dy Pin. diſerrat. reſt, therefore by the Keys cannot be 
RI here underſtood the ſupreme Power over 


the Whole Chureh. 

What he produces for proof, 1s of no force. St.Chry- 
ſoſtom, he tells us, affirms, that our Saviour by virtue. of hi 
Promiſe of the Donation of the Kyys, did not only give 
S.Peter Power over the whole World, but to riſe a Kgy high- 
er, EVEN OVER THINGS IN HE AVEN ÞF. 
And S. Chryſoſtom alſo ſays of S. Paul, That he took upon 
him the whole World: And of all the Apoſtles in common, 
That wot Nations and aivers Cities, but the World was 
committed to them (as we have before heard.) And to 
riſe to the higher Kyy : Did not Chr;# give to the other 
Apoſtles the ſame power over things in Heaven, when 
he faid to them, Whatfoever ye ſhall bind on Earth, ſhall 
be bound in HEAVEN ? And does not the ſame Chryſo- 


fom, ſpeaking of theſe Words, Matth. 18. 18. ſay of 


all the Apoſtles, They ſitting upon Earth, give Sentence, 
and the virtue of their Sentence paſſes to the Heavens : As 


Emperors ſitting in ſome one City, give Sentence, and 
conflitute Laws, but the Power of their Sentences and Laws 


. runs through all the World : ſo the Apoſtles fitting in ſome 


one place, ordained theſe things ; but the Power of their 


This will be diſpatched in a word. If -he Þ 


was conſtituted their Governour, ſo it is 
| falſe. For ſince (as has been already pro- 

fas clav YP 
BE _ concelſe une, ac ved, .and as the Sorboniſt before-quoted, 
= per claves nenon incel- 1 rms *) the very ſame Keys promiſed 


Lans* 


F Lars and, Bonde, did nor paſs throogh. the 


World oal » but aſcended to the very Height _ ,, 

of the Heavewns ||. | 
He adds the Rpys likewiſe, Apoc. r. 10, 

fenifie ſupreme Power, where" our Sdviour © OO 

1s of himſelf, Thave the Keys of Death and of Hell; by 

which Phraſe abſolute Dominion over Death and Hell are 

indigizated *. But were theſe Keys in St. Peter's are * Pag. 134. 

ing ? Had he ah power of raifing the Dead? 'No, 

he will fay he doth nor q 


| quote'it to this purpoſe, but on- 
ly to ſhew that the Keys 'irr this place ſignify abſolute 
Dominion over that which, is ſpoken of, Scppole the 
do ſo here, what then? Do the Keys ſignify as mink 
when attributed to Peter, as whenattributed to. Chrift ? 
Is there' ho difference; between the, Keys in the Hands 
of the Maſter of the Family, 'and in the hands of his 
Steward. 'A'twofold difference at leaſt muſt be grant- 
end, one in the Quality, the other in the extent of the 
Poker tinoted By _—_ EN | F 
x, In the Qu: if ; "The X/ys in the Maſter's 'Hands | 
denote an Original, Abſolute, Supreme Power; in the © © * 
Stewatd's, a Power delegated and ſubordinate to that 
of the Maſter. Thus the K/zys in Chriſt's Hands figrii- 
fy Supreme Power ; but if when given to Pere, they 
denote the ſame Supremacy, then there muſt be two 
Supreme Powers over the ſame —_— which is a plain 
Contradiction. Yea, ſince (as I have proved) the 
Tame Kyys were afterwards promiſed to, and conferred 
tpon all the Apoſtles, if they ever denote Supremacy af 
Power, there: muft be as many Supremes as there were ; 
Apoſtles. 
2. In the Extent of the Power ; the Maſter's Keys 
extend to the whole Family (be it never {o large ) the 
Stewards, to that part of oo TOY only over which" 
he 
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the King's Houſhold, his Power 1s limited ; he hath 
. mo. Authority overthe Officers of his Majeſty's Chappel, 

of- his-Chamher, 'of his Stable,” &s, Now the whole 
Ghurch in Heaven and Earth is Chriff's Family ; that 
part of it in Heaven, the Dyſcuſſor, I think, will not 
affirm, -that it is. ſubjeQed to St. Peter, but to Chriſt 
immediately ; That .part on Earth is ſubdivided into 
particular: Churehes, as ſo many 'lefler Famihes, ; over 
which Chriſt hath appoiated- there: ſhall be. ſo, many 
Stewards, oneSteward over one part, another over ano- 
ther. As therefore we find not in Scripture any one 
Stewardict over the whole, ſo we read of many Stewards 
with. reſpe&. to the parts. St. Paul and all the reſt of 
the Apoſtles were Stewerds in this Family, as well as 
Petey, or elſe St. Paul was out in his\reckoning, when 
he ſaid to the Corinthians, Let a Man ſo. account of w, 


# x Corinth. 4s of the Miniſters of CHRIST, - and STEWARDS of 


the Myſteries of -God +. Yea, tho ſame St. Paw ſup- 


yTis.2. 7. poſes every Bilhop, to be a. Steward? of Gad||. But I 


need not inſiſt longer upon ſuch little Arguments. 


CHAP. IV. 


HE next Chapter, T may be allow'd to pb oyer; 

for it no way zends #0 St. Petet's Glory, that Chriſt, 

faid to him, Get thee behind me Satan. IT know not who 
thoſe ſeveral are, that object, - as 5f by calling him fo; 


* Fig. 172-Chrift had evacuated what he promiſed him before *. - And. 


he might well have ſpargd the Pains he put himſelf to- 
in- proving. the contrary. Nor was the Denfialof his- 
Maſter, 


he-is ſet : Thus for inflance, the tort bjch Stewart of 


wy © ws 
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'of any Projeftows.rhat our "a the Words, but yy 
Pi 2 that 
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own Confeſſion an Eclipſe: It was, 'ſays /he;' a 'ſbort E- 
lipſe,sTirip tat her-thans Fall, . a-verbal raeher thyn «real, 
4 labial rather than « mental Abuegatios'Þ."\ Q his excel- 
leat Faculty at ringing Chimnges _— Words !--Of thoſe 
ſeveral Reaſons the Fathers alledge, why God permit- 
red bym to fall intothis Offence, inthe fourth (wig; be- 
cxuſe Chriſt def 

the Churth——ot might be compalſionate and fovou- 
rable to poor penitent Sinners in abſolving them, 8c. IL I 
defire -him to leave out the Word: ſupreme, becauſe it is 


' not found: in any of thoſe Fathers'he- quotes for the 


proof of-ici -i"Fisrrue, ds:Perey denied'him,: fo the reſt 
fletfor it: But why ſhould he cite Theophilat# for this? 


Maſtery\a Ray: of 'Claritude; but by the Gentlemati's 


—» ren the SUPREME' Rules of 


| Pag, 198. 


I am apt to think Sr. Mark's Authority might have been tf Mark-14-59. 


as good. Nor do I deny, but it will leffen his Fault, 
Jf we conſider the Dirity of that dreadful time, when he 
denied iis "Maſter :'it was, fays he;'when the Powey of 
Darkneſs' rated with” his black Soepter 3 it was wheſs the 
Sun was obtenebrated, the World ſhak'd with unuſual Tre- 


' muors, and obdurate Rocks cleft aſunder *, Though by 


O_ leave,' it was not whex, but «ftey he lia 
denied Ch#ift,' that the 'Sun-was darkn'd, the Eatth 
\quak'd andthe Rocks rent.- I ſhall not enquire the rea- 
on,/ why 'he paſſed over St. Peter's other Faults, eſpe- 
cially conſidering, that he found an Anſwer prepared 


to. his hand by Bellermine, but- ſhall proceed to Chap- 


- 
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vi ( mT) C1002 
'». We) ate: nbwocometo' thoſe Words” [ Fred my Sheep] 
xwwhich'the Diſcoſſe finds to be ſtrongly urged by Catholick 
Writers (as calls them) i» Defence of Peter's ſu- 


prone Þ aftoral Jurifaittion ; and-impugned :by-Proteſtarit 
A ks Wola ne 


fore heard 


F Pag. I7%. 


» 


+ Adis 20. 28. 


| 1 Pet.. 5. 2+ 
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that Senſe the Papifs would wreſt them:to; which is ſo 
abfurd;that a very /irtle. Force-wilk-ſerve, not 2000s 


=. -byt quite tO overthrow :1t;. 'as:wvell appear by'a q 
view of the Particulars. KIOICY Þ: ht \\ IJIN \s is. 1 


. '-#, We ſhall not muck differ about the ſenſe of the 
word mipdver, which, he ſays, {ignifies to rule and gor 


very, 4s well as to: feed: "This he ſets himdelf to: prove, 
bath. by Reaſon ' and: — FR By- Authority both | 


Chriſtian -and Heathen. Hei cites\St Auſtin, St: 
Ambroſe, and Theophylaf# ; and then interpoling-a Rea» 
fon, he proceeds to Suetonizs, Dion, Plato; Homer, 
Heſiod, Cyril, Xenophon, St.' Bafil. Methink St;\Cyri 
and St. Baſ#{ come'in a littlsodly among his Heathen Fa- 
thers. But why doth he en prodigniyextrodiy 100174 
and Pains if proving that which no Manqueſtions? Con- 
ſule all the Proteſtant Commentators, and ſee if any of 
them denies,. that Toyeway ſignifies to rulc:as.well as tb 
feed ; To what, purpoſe then is all this waſtes? Prins at- 
knowledg my want of .Augury to divine, unlels it-be to let 
the World ſee what a Man'of reading. he is. And yet 


afrer-all, let the-word.ſignify what 1t will, it can import 


no more than what:-belong'd; not- only.to;\\the.-other 
Apoſtles, bur to-all the-Bi im common withithents 
for. Saint Paw exhorts the. Elders of” Ephiſas, | to feed 
the Church of God (mywaner) + the very fame word 
our Saviour here uſed to Saint Peter. And Saint Pe- 
ter himſelf uſes the'ſame word- .int. bis. Exhbortation 
tothe Jewiſh Elders (muudnvere) Feed the Flock of. Gad 
which is among Jou!||.-, Yea tle Council of: Treat: (which 
to a Papiſt' is of as great Authority as the Holy Scrip- 
ture). after it hath ſhewed what is the Duty. of all thoſe 


who have the charge of Souls, AT rey, exhores 


"them all,” That, being mindful of the Divine: 


aud an. Enſample tothe Flocks: they. ronla:tn x” = 
ruth 
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1 Truth FEED" aud RULE them *, How 
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vain-then! is Cardinal Belermiy, when he 
fays, Thar from this. word it: 4s waſy to de- 
monftrate, 'That. ſaprethe Eccleſiaſtical. Pow- 
er is given to Peter Þ. Since. "tis certain, 
it isas-eaſy from this word to demonſtrate 
that .it is given to every. Biſhop. | 

Now though:it is granted that mmyciven ſignifies to 
rule as wellas to feed, yet Ideny the reaſon he gives for 
it, viz. To this. very intent our Saviour changed the word 
Eonar, which implies not all the Eunttions of Paſtoral Au- 
thority, . but only what —_— to feed, for the word 
Koo tev, which ſignifies both to feed and-to rale ||. For 
how. does it appear, that this was our Saviour's intenti- 
on in changing the word ? Why, this was obſerved by 


rum. P 


23. de Re 


Eraſmus in his Notes uponthis Place +. Will he then ſtand 


to whatſoever Erafenws bath obſerved in lis Notes upon 
tbe Scripture? If 1d, he. muſt renounce ſeveral Arti- 
cles of his new Rowan Faith. But the truth is, Era/- 
mus hath no ſuch obſervation : he ſays indeed, that our 
Saviour twice ſaid; E6oxs, fe 


that to this intention he changed 6Gxev into muvwvay :-{o 
far was he from this, that when he preſently reckons up 
the ſeveral. ways by which the Sheep are to be fed, he 


doth not ſo much as mention this of ruling or gaverning, 


To. let him {ce of what force his Reaſon is, ſuppoſe a 
Man ſhould- ſay, that our Saviour by Twdnwy meant 
no more than to feed,, might he not with .as much 


reaſon lay, that to this, intent he. changed the word- 
Tv{4evay into. 6ouar;. for as he. firſt: changed £55av into + 


Tvgyeuweys fo he again changed Toyudver into E5orey ; 6c 
6xay being uſed both.in the firſt and third, and rowdney 
iaithe ſecond Interrogation, 


ed or nouriſh; once Toi ca2uy, . 


xu1e as a Shepherd rules his 'Flock 3 but» he does not ſay, - 


Before. 


* Sacrofanita Synodus ccs ad- 
moner &exhortacur, ut Divino- 
Mm memores, 
— | greg1s, 19 judicjo 
& veritare _ regane.Sefs. 
ora. c. 1. 
+- De Rom, Porn. I. 1. 14, 


1 Fag. 179; 


YPag. 179. 


* 


+ Pag. 180. 
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Before-the next Edition of his Book, .T would adviſe 
him to add:to the' five Tribes, five more z-for by all the 
Accounts'T have ever before met-with, the; number-,of 
the Tribes: of Iſrael was ten, + Andithat- not five. only, 
Bur all-of them came to: Hebron, and ſpake the words, hg 
mentions, to David, he 'may find, 2 Saw. 5. 1,2, 3. 


1 Chroz. 11.1, 2, }. And if hepleaſe toconſult 1Chrop, 


12. from ver. 223.0 the end; he may find how maby of 
each Tribe were then'preſent.j  -: FLY | 

2. He denies, That the other Apoſiles had Commiſſion 
to feed and rule the whole. Flock,. as much as Peter *, For 
though he grants; that the. other Apoſtles had moſt: fail 
and ample Power 20 found Churches every where, to convert, 
baptize, and preach toevery Creature ;. yet netwithſkanding 
all this, they did not equalize Peter For he by Vir- 
tue of theſe our Saviour's Words was created; not only 
chief Paſtor of all other Chriſtians, -bat even of the Apo- 
files themſebves, | Which:becauſe.he here-only. aſſerts, 
but afterward pretends largely to-prove, >I ſhall there- 
fore remit the Conſideration of it to another place. -+ 

3. He next contends, that theſe Words,! feed - my 
Sheep, contain-a Commiſſion, in Oppofition-ta-Dr.: Haw- 
mond; Dr. Stillingfleet, and Dr. Barrow, ':1whocaffirm 
them to be an Exhortation : Dr. Hmond; ( he' tel 
us) ſays of this Text, All that can by any Torture be 
extratted from it, is an Exhortation to 4 diligent Diſcharge 
of that Office to which he was before commi, +. And 
is that all ? does he give no'reafon for what he ſays? 
But it is eaſier to repeat an Aſertion, thaa to anſwer 
the Arguments by which it is confirm'd. ' But ſee how 
the: Diſcuſſor proves it to be a Commiſſion. The Words, 
ſays he, being pronounced by a Lord t0 bis Servant, impe- 


 ratively, have uo Lineaments' of in Exhottition, but of 
« Commiſſion||. 1s then every Command 'of a-Lord#b 
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the Nopt's\ Supitemacy.- 
his Servant a Commiſſion ? 'A Commiſſion,! I chourlit 
had ever conveyed ſome Power, whioh- the Perion 
had+not, before he received that Commiſſion. But a 
Lord\may I hope command his Servantzo dothat which 
he- had: before 1mpowef'd 'him todo,:' If thisbe all re- 
quired to.a Commiſſion, moſt of St; Peter's Exhortati- 
ons are Commiſſions, forſas they are expreſſed in the Im- 
rative Form ;: ſo ( if the Romaniſts fay true) he was 
greata Lord,: that.not only thoſe to whom hedire&- 
ed his: Epiftles, but the Apoſtles themſelves were his 
Servants. 'But I need. not inſiſt upon: this, ſince Dr. 
Hammond himfelf hath fo fully anſwered it. His fourth 


' Argument, ſaith the DoQtor, is, that Paſce being ex- 


preſſed imperatively, and ſpoken by a Lord to bis Servant, 
reaſon to fienify # Command ; ſince then every 
Command of a lawful Superior gives a Commiſſion to do 
that which he commands, and the Words expreſſing this 
Gonmmand are'in '« particular mitnner ſpoken to Peter, it 
follows, thut $57 Peter had by them a- particular Commiſſion 
given hiwto fea Chriſf's Flock. "To which the Door 
anſwers by denying, that every Command- of a lavful 
Superior gives a. Commiſſion ; for it is, ſays he, evident, 
lawful Superior s may. command. to exerciſe their Commiſſion, 
after it-it gtven--' Is ndt this viſible in-the Field every Day ? 
The General gives his Commiſſion, firſt for the raiſing of 
an Army, then in any particular Expedition, he gives out 
Commands, an hunared perhaps in a Day, and-is there any: 
Colont of | Probability for each- of theſe Commands, that it 


ſhould be the giving a Commiſſion ? If there: be, it muſt 


be” founded in the Equivocalneſs of the word Commiſſion; 
0 as not only the Conveying the Power and Authority; or 
Office (ball be meant by it (which « the ordinary Notion) 
but 'thd' giving out any Order *. 


VF Diſpatchiv” 


Thus the Doctor, T diſpatch'd>c, 7; 


cottinkend this Gentleman's Diſcretion, that he paſſed: 2. 
o it 


r94 


| A Doſe f 


it over, ' I feat he-willbe hard put to it, toſhew wliat } 


Power was here given to Peter, above what he had be- 
fore ; for he was before impower'd to feed Chriſt's Sheep : 
Yea, F have already proved, nat: only .by the! Teſtimo- 


.nies of the Fathers, but of Relſarmine and Maldonet 


that nogreater Power could be contained intheſe Words, 


Feed my Sheep, than was before conveyed to- him, and - 


the reſt of the Apoſtles ; by. thoſe. other. Words, . As my 
Father. ſent me,: ſo ſend I you, &c. The necdſſary-Con- 
ſequence of which is, that they could not contain a 
Commiſſion properly ſo call'd. However, if every 
Command of a Maſter to a Servant to do his Duty, 
mut be a Commiſſion, I then grant that this is ſo, _.. 
But he finds the. Fathers lookiog upon.theſe: Words, 


as-a Command, Commiſſion, Injonfion, \(he' ſtill con». 


founds Command and Commithon)..as :4  great- Truſt 
committed to him : No greater, than what they believed 
was before committed tabim, But St. Bernard..calls #+ 
in plain Terms a Commiſſion. I wight' tell him thae St. 
Bernard uſes the Word in a looſe improper :Senſe, but 
I need not, becauſe St. Reraerd is toomuch a Child to 
be reckoned for ; or rather too much the Pope's Slave, to 
be of any. Authority in this. matter. But now-fuppoſe 
the Fathers wereall of Opinion, that.theſe, Words con» 
tained a Commiſſion properly 10 called, yet the Di/- 


* wiſſor will get nothing by it, becauſe their joynt Opinion 


was, that what was here ſaid to Petey appertain'd in 
common to all the Apoſtles ; and in as high a Degree 
tothem, as it did tohim. | 

. The firſt Reaſon he gives, why Peter was ſorry, 
ſeems to meas pleaſant and divertive, as the Reaſon his 
Antagoniſt gave, why it was an Exhortation, ſeem'd 


* .to him, 1 uſt tell you, ( magiſterially enought for a. 
new. Convert) he had little reaſon to be chearty. ſee 
or 
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the Pope's Supremacy. io5 
For Chrift had no ſooner given him bis Commiſſion, but he 
allay'd his Joy, by foretelling him his Crucifixion. He 
was grieved before he foretold this, and therefore had no 
Joy to be allay'd, If therefore the foretelling him this, 
was any reaſon of his Grief, it ſeems a Man hath rea- 
ſon to be grieved at ill News, before it is told him. 
The reaſons he gives from the Fathers of Peter's Sor- 
row, do not concern the preſent Queſtion, I need not 
therefore take notice of them. 
That the words, Paſce oves meas, include Peter's Re- 
ſtauration to his Apoſtleſhip, the Diſcuſſor grants to 
Dr. Barrow : Tho it he fell = it, I think he was re- 
ſtored to it before, when Chriſt ſaid to him, together 
with the other Apoſtles, As my Father ſent me, ſo ſend 
T you. But this his Reſtauration will not fatisty ; He 
was not only readmitted into the ſociety of the twelve, but 
Was exalted to a higher degree, ſo as to become the Prince 
and Paſtor of that Compeny. This, he ſays, is the real 
ſenſe of the Fathers. If fo, the Fathers were miſtaken 
in expreſſing their ſenſe ; for that this is not the ſenſe 
of thoſe Sayings he cites from them, will appear by a 
ſhort review of the Particulars, which I ſhall now give 
you. After his Tears, ſays St. Ambroſe, he is taken to be a 
Paſtor, and receives others to be govern'd by him, who had 5 
not before govern'd himſelf +. What's this to his being ,f ?otlacry- 
exalted above the Apoſtles ? Were not the other Apoſtles ſumprus eſt, er 
made Paſtors, and had others committed to their Go- 4s, regend 
vernment as well as he? Mark by the way, That he fgets ye 
hath chang'd accepit into accipit, ſeipſe into ſeipſum, nevat. So the 
and which is very obſervable, rexit not into rexerat, but prom "__— 
regerat, a word for which the Grammar hath neither | 
Mood nor Tenſe. He quotes theſe words from St. Am 
broſe de penitentia Petri, whereas St. Ambroſe hath no 
Tra& fo intitled ; but the -—_—_ allowing for thoſe 
alte- 
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'# Diſcourſe of 

akerarions he hath made, arc in his 48th S:zrmon de T aw- 
pore. As little to the purpoſe is the other paſſage of 
vt. Ambroſe : Petrws Eccleſia preponitur, poſiquam tenta- 
tus 4 Diabolo eft : that is, Peter is ſet over the Church, 
afterthat he is tempted of the Devil. For none certainly 


tiam reperit yer the Church as well as he. But S. Auſtin lays, he found 
= greater Grace than he loſt }| : That's granted, but not 
Paſtor ruen- greater than the other Apoſtles received ;. when it was 
—_ &cgem {aid tothe, Teach all Nations, Oc. For before his Fall, 
_ their Commiſſion was limited to the loſt Sheep of the 
Houſe of 1/rae!; but now extended to Gentiles as well 

as Jews, Thoby the way, this is none of St. Auſtin's, 

bur taken out of a Sermon falſly aſcribed to him, as the 
Benedittins of Paris have ſhewed. Arnobius lays, Major 

gradus redditur ploranti, quam anfertur neganti. It's 

rrue, ſince all that could be taken from him, upon his 

denial of Chrift, was no more than was before that gt 

ven him; which (as I now faid) was to preach the 

Goſpel to the Jews ; whereas after his RefſurreCtion, 

Chriſt enlarged his Commiſſion, but made it no larger 

than that 6f the other Apoſtles. But St. Chryſoſtom ſays 


*1i6.5: conera he Apoſtles, and to have the whole World deliver d into 

Judzos. bis Hands *. It is in St. Chryſoftom, the fir of the Apo- 

barns v ſttes +, and ſo he was before he denied his Maſter. And 

A'mw)uy, that every one of the Apoſtles had the whole World deli- 

ver'd into his Hands as much as Sr. Peter, has been be- 

fore proved. Beſides it is obſervable, that St.Chryſoftoms 

preſently after his Comment upon Feed my Sheep, lays, 

"2 —h that Str. John as well as St. Peter received the Govern- 
.ment of the whole World. 

The reaſon he gives, why our Saviour asked- Peter 

thrice, whether he loved him, I own to be that which 


is generally given by the Fathers. His 


Majorem gra- Will deny but the Apoſtles were Prepoſiti Eccleſie, tet o- 


— He ſo waſh'd away that Sin, as to become the Prince of 


| 
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Jane - ooh ale” 
2} Pope's Suprematy. 
His next Afault is upon a Quotation qut of 5. Afi», 
and then upon another out of St. Bafi/ produced by his 
Antagoniſt to prove that the Words, feed my Sheep were 
ſpoken to the reſt as well as to Peter ; but ſo feeble is 


IVY 


his Attempt that there's no Danger. S$. Anftix's Word's * Cum ei di- 


are, when it is ſaid to Peter, it is ſaid to all, If thou lo- 


Cirur ad omnes 
dicitur, fi amas 


veſt me, feed my Sheep *. Which one would think were me, paſce oves 
too plain to admit ot any Diſpute. Bur he fancies, that 


he finds ſomething to his Purpoſe in the Words forego- 
ing, which he tells us are theſe, Nor [ine cauſa inter 
ones Apoſtolos hujus Eccleſie Catholice perſoneam ſuſtinet 
Petrui, huic enim Eccleftie claves regni Calorum date 
ſunt, cum Petro date ſunt ; & cum eidicitur, &c, And 
what now ? Here, ſays he, you are to anderſtand that in 
his Judgment Peter only of all the Apoſtles perſonated the 
Catholick Church. And what follows trom hence ? that 


the Kyys are ſaid to be given to ber, when they were given 
co him. This s that we ſay. O but they were given 


tohim, as 'to her Head, Primate, and Rettor. In this 
exly Senſe, thoſe words which were immediately ſpoken to 
Peter, are ſaid to be ſpoken to all the reſt, they being all 


compriſedin him, as their Chief. And in this Acceptation 


he grants, thit FEED MY SHEEP, might be ſpoken to 
all his Diſciples. But where ſays St. Auftiz ſo, or any 
thing like it ? He has already proved this out of his Wri- 
tings. AndT have already ſhewed that he is fo far from 
proving it, that the places he has produced for it, do 


+ Pag. 185, 
186, 


prove the dire& contrary ||. What follows next, that þ vide pag, 
gheſe words were poker primordially to Peter , ſolely, is no- 9%» 92) 93 94 


thing to the purpoſe, and therefore he might have ſpa- 
red all the places he quotes from St. Auſftiz tor the proof 

of it. 
The previous words in St. Baſil he would perſwade us 
make wholly againſt that, for which they are by Pro- 
O 2 teſtants 


- "= 
34 


teſtants a I ſhall therefore ſet them down, 


together with thoſe that follow, and then leave it to 
the impartial Reader to judg : They are by himſelf thus 
rendred in Engliſh ; For « Governour is nothing elſe, but 
one that ies: 1% the Perſon of our Saviour ; and this we 
are taught by Chri#t, conſtituting Peter the Paſtor of his 


Church after himſelf, for de Peter, do you love me 


more than theſe ? Feed my Sheep *. What 


* In the Original "tis confliti-" js there here that is ſo deſtru@ive and fatal 


- 0 hy _— 4 to our purpoſe? Does this ſet Peter above 
bl e ” 


lavnry, 4 + 


EE. 
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xaayoiay fav xg the reſt of the Apoſtles? Had not Chriſt 


before created every one of them "Paſtor 
of his Church after himſelf ? But fee now 
what follows, And giving henceforth to 


& iEuoicr 3 x Twriv onui- all Paſtors and Teachers an equal Power ; and 
or, 79 \opriv & mv7% ont, of ris it is a Sign, that they all bind and 


> 4 wy, Bal. 
Ys n.cax looſe abe + 


He faid in the words fore- 
going, that he conſtituted Peter afterhim- 
ſelf Paſtor of the Church ;- he ſays in theſe, that he con- 
ferred to all Paſtors and Teachers, not a Power ſubordi- 
nate, but equal to that he gave to Peter : Whereof this 
is a ſign, .that they do all bind and-looſe, nut in ſabje- 
ion to him, but in like manner as he. See now what 
credit is to be given to this Man, whocan have the face 
to pervert ſo plain a Teſtimony as this. 7 
That Chriſt ſpake theſe words, Feed my Sheep, to 
Peter only, is not denied by Proteſtants, and therefore 


C. 22» 


IPag188,185, all his Fathers, and all his Arguments from the Con- 


I 90, : 


text to prove it, are needleſs ||. But it is his way to be 
copious in the proof of that which is granted; and to 
ſay little or nothing tothe purpoſe, where there is moſt 
need of proof. But though they were for a ſpecial rea- 


- ſon directed to him only, yer all the reſt were equally 


concerned in-them. 
SECT. 


the 


ope's Suprem acy. 


SECT. II. 


In all that confuſed heap we have in the Remainder of 
theſe two Chapters, there is nothing needs an Anſwer, 
but that alone which is the main thing in Debate, wiz, 
That Peter as ſupreme Paſtor had Authority of feeding the 
univerſal Church, including both the Apoſtles and other 


Chriſtians *, * This he atrempts to prove by two Argu- , * F*# 187, 


ments from the Text it ſelf, which he pretends are agree- 
able to the ſenſe of the Fathers : "The firſt from the 
Queſtion, Loweſt thou me. more than theſe ? The ſecond 
from the Injun&tion, Feed MY SHEEP. The Vanity 


- of his Attempt will ſoon appear. 


' 1. If Chriſt, fayshe, had deſigned him to be no more a 
Paſtor than any of the reſt, the Queſtion had been more 
rationally ſtated thus, Simon Jona, do you love me AS 
MUCH as any of the other do ? but our Savior asking 
him, whether he loved him more than the reſt, did by the 
Shape and Frame of the _— intend him a particular 
Superiority above the reſt T. 

Tho. G. ſays, to take away all Suſpicion, as if he meant not 
to give him an Authority above that of the reſt of his Bre- 
thren, he asked him not only if he loved him, but if he did 
not love him MORE THAN THEY, manifeſtly de- 
claring by the Exceſs of Love he required from him, a pro- 
portionable EXCESS or Supertority in the Power that 


he committed to him ||. This, adds the Diſcuſſor, ſeems | pag. $6. 


to me moſt ſerenely to be the native and genuine meaning of 
of our Saviours Queſtion, diſarray'd of all Heretical Depra- 
vation (rarely elegant!) otherwiſe I deſire to know to what 
Purpoſe and Deſignment was the Interrogation of a greater 
Degree of Love. 1will be fo kind, asto tell him mo# 


ſerenely, what is the native and genuine Reaſon of this. 
The 


To the ſame purpoſe Dr. , u Pag. 150, 


ſt v Matth. 26. 
WE 


# Dycour 
The Interrogation is of a greater degree of Love, with re- 
{pe& to that Profeſſion Perer had taqxmerly made, tho all 
ſhould be offended becauſe of thee, yet will I never be offended *, 
Where Peter having profeſſed a Love to Chritt above 
all the reſt, and yet when he was put upon the Trial, 
having failed morethan any of them, by thrice defying 


him; our Saviour therefore puts the Queſtion compara- : 


tively, Loveſt thou me more than theſe ? Art thou ſtill as 
confident as thou waſt heretofore, that” thou haſt a 
greater Love for me than theſe have ? To which he now 
returns a more modeſt Anſwer, profeſſing only the 


Sincerity of his Love, but making no Compariſon with . 


others, Lord, thou knoweſt I love thee : As much as to ſay, 


I have now learnt by ſad Experience, not to prefer my - 


ſelf before others, I will not therefore ſay, that T love 
thee more than any of my fellow-Diſciples, butT dare 
appeal to thy ſelf who knoweſt the Heart, for the Truth 
of my Love ; thou, Lord, that kuoweſt all things, knoweſt 
that I love thee. | 

And therefore that Peter loved Chriſt more than any 
of the other Apoſtles, (though it were certain that he 
did ſo) cannot be concluded from this Queſtion, much 
leſs, that this his egregious Love was the Motive that in- 
duc'd Chriſt to grant him this Commiſſion, ( as the Diſ- 
cuſſor words it; ) and leſs yet, that Chriſt by commanding 
bim to feed his Sheep, did declare him to be the greateſt Lo- 
ver. Norcan it hence be inferr'd, as Dr. Tho. G. would 
have it, that Chriſt required an Exceſs of Love from hin : 
The feeding of his Sheep being enjoyn'd, as an Expref- 
ſion of his Love oply, and not of his greater Love. If 
thou loveſt me as thou profeſſeft, give proof of thy 
Love to me by feeding my Sheep. 

There is therefore no need todetermine, whether 


Peter's Love ſurpaſled that of all the other Apoſtles, . 


fince 


wk nba A T6 


the 'Pape's Supremacy, 
ſince all that is here upan the Profeſſion of his Love re- 

uired of him, or (it the Di/caſſor will have it 6) the 

ommiſhion here given him, does no way exceed that 
given to the other Apoſtles ; ſo that ſuppoſing him ne- 
ver ſuch a raging, ardent, mad Lover of Chriſt ( as the 
—_— very handſomly renders St. Chryfoftom's words ) 
and that this Love was the Ground of the Truſt here 
committed to- him, 1t cannot hence with any colonr of 
Reaſon be inferr'd, that he was advanc'd to any the 
leaſt Superiority over them. And therefore all the 
_ of the Fathers to prove either of theſe, are 
loſt Labour ; and I may paſs over the two next Pages as 
impertinent, except one Paſſage which deſerves an 
Aſterick, (had we not met with ſomething like itbe- 
fore ) That according to the Proportion and Meaſure of 


bis Love, was the Extenſion and Latitudeof his Power F. TP*& 192: 


If the Pope's Power have the ſame meaſure, to what a 
narrow Compaſs will it be reduc'd ? For if we may 
judge their Love, by what their own Writers tell us 
of the Fruits of it, in many of their Lives, there is no 
honeſt Curate who will not be admitted, not only to be 
an equal Sharer, but to be his Super:or inthis Paſtoral 
Commiffion. 

2. The ſecond Argument is taken from: the InjunRi- 
on, Feed MY SHEEP. The woras Oves meas, lays 
the Diſcufor, do _ and infold all Chriſt"s Sheep in ge- 
neral, as well the Apoſtles as other Chriſtians, all were re- 
commended and deliver d over to Peter's Care and Prefe- 


&ure\}. And he deliver'd to him, fays Dr. Tho. G. the ſu- S. Pag. 1945 


preme Charge or Superintendency of things in order to the 

feeding of his Flock, not only of his Lambs, but of his 

Sheep; in which th, all the Faithful of. what degree 

or preeminence ſoever a 

hath offer'd rwo Arguments why Oves meas muſt be ta- 
+. ad Ken. 


e included *, The Diſcuſſor * Pap, 25, 30-+ 
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+ Pag. 194, 
195, 


verd indefinitely. (2.) Becauſe this was the ſenſe of 
St. Bernard, and ſome other Fathers. What will not 
Men fay, who are reſolved to ſerve a Cauſe ? Could 
any unprejudic'd Perſon have ever ſo much as dream'd, 
that by Feed my Sheep Chriſt meant, be thou Lord over 
all thy fellow-Apoſtles? But let us conſider the Reaſons 
he gives. ; 

1. Becauſe the words are deliver'd indefinitely, in an un- 
limited manner, there being no exception, reſtriftion or 
diſtinition +. In anſwer to which it will be ſufficient 
to ask this Gentleman a few Queſtions. 

(1.) Whether every indefinite Expreſſion be to be un- 
derſtood univerſally. For inflance, when Chri# ſaid to 
Peter, Thou ſhalt henceforth catch Men, whether it was 
meant ſimply and without.exception, all the Men in 
the World ? Who does not know that an indefinite Pro- 
poſition is equivalent ſometimes to an Univerſal, ſome- 
times to.a Particular ? That when its parts are not ne- 
ceſſarily conneQted, it is equivalent to a Particular only ? 
But he thinks to defend himſelf by the great Name of 
St. Baſil, who ſays, That which is indefinite comprehends 
all, St. Baſil was too great a Maſter of Reaſon, to aſ- 
ſert that which every Freſh-man in Logick knows to be 
falſe and abſurd; ſo 'that if theſe are his words, it is 
certain he meant not every Indefinite, but an Indefinite 
{o qualified, 

(2.) Whether all Nations, and every Creature be not 
words of as large extent as my Sheep ? Or .whether the 
two former (being expreſ] uriverla) do not extend to 
more than the later ? And if ſo, whether every Apoſtle 
had not at leaſt as large a Commiſſion as this here given 

-to Peter ? And conſequently, whether this Argument 
be not as good as that -- the Diſcuflor ? Andrew had a 


Com. 


ken in this latitude. (1.) Becauſe the words are deli 


* Commiſſion to go into all the Wortd,. and to preach the 


ro every” Creature ; but every Creature includes 
the'Hpoftles, Peter himſelf not excepted ; therefore the 
_ Apoſtles, not excepting P#er, were St. Andrew's 
P. 
(3.) Whether the Flock of God be not as indefinite as 
my Sheep ? Whether itdoth not comprehend both Lambs 
and Sheep too ? And if ſo, whether when St. Paul ex- 
horts the Elders of Epheſws, to feed the Flock of God, 
he gives not everyone of them Commiſſion to feed the 
Apoſtles, and among them Peter, as well as the reſt ? 
_ (4) If all Chriſt's Sheep without exception be here 
committed to Peter, whether Peter be not committed 
to-his owp Government ; and by conſequence whether 
he be not both ſuperior and inferior to himfelf ; hisown 
Prince and Subjett too ? Since he grants that Peter him- 
ſelf is one of Chri#'s Sheep. | 
-(5.) Whether the Apoſt/es were not under the imme 
diate ConduCt of the Holy Ghoſt ? And-if ſo, whether 
it be reaſonable to ſuppoſe, they were ſubje& to the 
Condud of St. Peter. And to add butone more, 
' (6,) Whether St. Pas! (for inſtance) was St. Peter's 
Curate ? The Diſcuſfor will do well to anſwer theſe, 
and ſeveral' other, fuch like Queftions which may be 
- to him, before he: ventures to publiſh his ſecond 


_ 2. But this wes likewiſe St.Bernard's ſenſe,lib.2. de Conf. 
adi Eugtnium ( he was unlucky in adding an. f- to Cop: 
for I do-rnot yet underſtand how Coxf.ſhould.be a contra» 
&on of Conſideratione) Si me amas Petre, paſee ' Owes, 
ingait: : quas, illius vel illiss popalos civitatis, aut regio- 
nis, \aut certi regni ?\ Oves meas inquit : Cui nou planum 


non deſigniſſe aliquas, ed eFeniſc omnes ? wihil warm 


Th 
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þ Nobisaurem in beqro Petro fies, Pope Innocess III ? |} His: A 
nd Nt bon might p have been of weig 


diſtingucrs incer has oves & _ 
as; ut alicnum a ſug demonſtra- 
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illius, nan recog- 
noſcerent & Paſtares.' Neeretal. 
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be if he will ſubſcribe to this one 
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ſome who think St. Bernard's is to I 
and I think it would have w as 
much with us Hereticks. And aectg—> 
is fair, I will promiſe to aſſent Paſ> 
ſage of St. Bernard's, if he will afſent but 
to one of ten, which, if he pleaſe, I will 
produce out of the ſame Tract from which this js taken; 
Paſſage in his 6th Ser- 
mon on P/al. go. where after he had camplain'd _ the 
monſtrous Corruptions of the Church of Rowe, It re» 
mains, = he, that the Man of Sin, the Saw of Perdits- 
ow, not the Day-Devil only, but the Noonday-Devil, be res 
vealed,which is not only transform'd into an Angel of Light, 
but i is exalted above «ll that is called God, or that is wor- 
*d *. Is not St. Bornard's Authority as to this Say= 


= as little regarded as Luther's or Catvin's? 
modo diurnum, ſed & » quod cransfigurarur i 
nt, > ara gr one quoi Dew — < 


to.:the. trouble. of one he bimblf ark react ron _ 


Lak t. Peter great rhings; a 


But be his Authority never ſo little, what is watrlng 
inhim, will, he may think, be made up by the 
monies of St. C bryſofom and Thea, W which he buck bar 
added to him, the comfort 
fraty ther, but what hath been - wow fwatad, dan 
therefore hingh h I have little-reafon to take any't 


pet truſt from -Him, yet) I will. nos hetg put. my 


o- yeu his hy 0m en he 
own Language. 


fon 
orld into 
his 


funky, Co 
the 
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Government of the Occumenicel Church. | And'on Matth. . 

16, he confeſſes him to preſide every where in the World. 

Hence he calls him the Maſter of the Univerſe. Theo» 

phylaF likewile in his Comments on Jobs 21; ſays, 

Chriſt delivers to Peter the Government of the Sheep of all 

the World.” And again , Follow me, delivering into your 

Hands the whole World F. Now in all this, TP. 199, 1966 
I. It is not ſaid, that Chriſt delivered into his Hands 

the Government of the Apoſtles, or that he made him 

their Maſter. 
2. Here is no more attributed to Saint Peter; 


than what is by the ſame Saint Chryſofor aſcrib- 


ed to the other Apoſtles ( as has been ſhewed).  Aad 
therefore St. Peter's Power over them, cannot with any 
more reaſon be inferr'd from theſe general Ex 

than that St. Joby or any other Apoſtle had Authority 
over'him. | For-the Apoſtolical Commiſſion being not 
limited to any one Nation, but expreſſed in thoſe ge- 
neral Terms, Go into all the World ; Teach all Nations; 
the Fathers therefore reckon'd every Apoſtle to have the 
univerſal Church, and the whole World committed to 
him : So that in their account St. Bartholomew's, no leſs 
than St. Peter's Power, was not confined within the limited 
Tropicks of any particelar Kjngdom or Regions ; but with» 
out any Boundary or Horizon to terminate it, without 
Shores or Frontiers to reſtrain it, was ſtretched anil ex- 
tended over the vaſt Univerſe. Becauſe to whatſoever 
part of the World any one of them came, he had Au- 


thority to preach and baptize, to conſtitute and govern 
Churches. 


This is to more that what is affirm'd by the Roma- 
nift before quoted, and by him retutn'd in anſwer to 


theſe places of Cloyſoftom, Theophyla#, and' others _ 
2 
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Mew ſay, that the Sheep of the whole World were 
}o Peter ; As St. Leo in his 3d Sermon of the Aſſumption, 
Gregory in his 4th Book, and 32. Epift. TheophylaCt wp- 
ou the. laſt Chapter of John, and before theſe Chryſoſtom, 
in his 87th Homily upon John, and his 8oth to the 'People 
1 Chryſoſtom "+ 4 tiach 4 
bath but 21 Ser- f ll, alſo | 
mons to-the Peo- Peter and the reſt of the Apoſtles had received a Power of 
Fe tor preaching through the whole World, ſo that to all and every 
is an error in the ©. of them indefinitely, the Sheep throughout the whole 
nonber, World were committed, they may be called Paſtors of the 
whole World. So Chryſoſtom apes not ſcruple to call Ti- 
mothy Biſbop of the whole World, andPaul often, eſpeci- 
ally' in his ſecond ' Homily of the Praiſes of St. Paul. 
Therefore the Sheep of the whole World may be ſaid to be 
committed to Peter, becauſe he received the Sheep, not of 
Nee refers ©99 0ne certain Kingdom or place to be governed by him -but 
cad cnn indefinitely the Sheep of the whole World to which he ſhould 


aint Perroto- come. Þ. 

mite $165 thre. 9. 5 Aengd lib. 4. Epiſt. 32. Theophy 

efſe commi o 3+ umptione. Gregor. lib. 4. Epiſt. 32. hR. in 
cap. ulr. Johan. & ante hos Chryſoſtomus Homil. 87. in Joan. & $0. in Pop. Antioch, Cum 
enim Perrus & reliqui Apoſtoli per rotum orbem predicandi poreſtarem accepiſſene, &c. Du 
Pin diflert. 4. C. 1» Þ» 311, + | 


1 De Rom. | - Yea this is no more than what is granted by Bellar- 


= 2 « mine|]. And the Diſcuſſor *, who tells us again and 


= again, that all the Apoſtles were Heads, Reforsand 


ue SÞ Paſtors of the univerſal Church, and that the whole 


World was their Diocels. Bo 
Having ſeen that the Teſtimontes cited by the Di/- 
euſſor axe of no force, I would now have proceeded to 
ſhew' that the Ancients were fo far from taking theſe 
Words to contain any Power peculiar to St. Peter, that 
. they thought, not: only that the other Apoſtles, but: all 
-p——_ Biſhops were as much. concern'd in them, as 
__ he 


purpoſe, ſeys he, what ſome | 
commutted 


- 
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in his 6th againit the Jews: . For ſince - 


he was; that the Duty inculcated by rhem 


- 


_ — 
incumbent upon them. all, and that they areby-them 


Oo 


equally apply'd to all, without making a Difference, or 
| vg any Prerogative for St. Peter. This, Lay, 1 


would now have proceeded to,had I not found the Wo 


already done not only by Proteſtants, but © |; 11, hokC | 
many berend Men of the Church of Rome, el & —» ny — | 
particularly by Vigorims Þ; Lawnoy||; and _ || Epiſt. ad Raimund. Formen- 
Dus Pin*. Whom one would think, the 


Diſcuſſor ſhould take himſelf concerned'to 

an{wer, beſore he again tries his Skill-up- 

on Proteſtants. | 
He next proceeds to ſeveral nice Diſtinitions (as he 


calls them) made by the Proteſtant Divine, whoſe Pa- 


rs he anſwers ; as that Chriſt ſaid Owves meas, not twas. 
"That he ſaid, paſce Oves not Paſtores. - That it was not 
faid, confirms Filios or Servos or Subditos, but Fratres. 
Now though there be good reaſon and ground for theſe 
DiſtinAions, yet becauſc there is. no-need of themiin 
order to theanſwering of any thing. offer'd by. the Dif 
cuſſer, T ſhall not inſilt uporrthem:; 7 | 

He now haſtens to conclude,but before: he comes to it, 
he thinks fit to ſhew-the Proteſtant Divine, how fair an 
Antagoniſt he has of him. To that end he thus beſpeaks 
him: If you can prove, that the ather Apoſtles were none 
z Chriſt's Sheep, I will. exempt: them from Peter's. Pre» 

< 


Fure +. He need notprove this, to procure their Ex- _""_ 199, 


emption, unleſs the Dſcuſſor firſt prove: that every In- 
definite is equivalent t0.'a Univerſel. - Buthe ſays,» If 
they were his Sheep, they were under the Denomination of 
Oves meas, recommended fo Peter's Shepherpily: Govertts 
ment. If fo, then Peter himfelf-was under that deno- 
mination recommended to his own Shepherdly Govern- 
ment, for he was no..lefs Chriſt's Sheep; -than the = 


.*-De Anriq. Eccleſ. Diſcipli- 
na difſert. 4. C. 1, p. 310. 


m# 7 Fw »* . » 
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Apofties. \Bar Chritt-often calls them Sheep, and this ta- 
fortts him to believe that he- meant them. When Chriit 
calls'rhem ſo, he calls Peter {© too, and rhis will then 
enforce. him- to believe, that he meant Petey as muchas 
rhe'reft, ' Burt the Truth is, by Oves meas he meant 
neither him, nor the other Apoſtles, who as they are 
Apoſtles, are never reckoned as Sheep, but as Shepherds, 
and therefore not to be fed themſelves by any, but all 
of them to feed .others. Now that T may- not bebe- 
hind-hand: with him in Kindneſs, but may ſhew 

: ſelf as fair an Antagonift, as he is, I will make him the 
like offer, by which he will perceive how concluding his 
Argument is. If he can prove that Petey is none of 
Chriſt's Sheep, I will then exempt him from being un» 
der his own Prefei#ure. Again, If he can prove, that 
Peter is no Creature, T will exempt him from the Pre- 
feQure of the Apoſtles. This Argument (to ſpeak in 
the Words of a learned Divine of our on urchſd: 


ad Hart. ©. 3- Qyer-mafters the Diſcuſſor's, becauſe Chrift ſaid tot 


Peter, tara >— © But he ſaid to the Apofthey 
preach fo Goſpel to EVERT Creatare. poſtle 2 


He will not yet let the Fathers reft, but ſummons 
them again to give in evidence for Peter's Power over 
the Apoſtles, which he will never be able toextort from 
them. St. Chryſoftom, he ſays, interprets Oves meas on 
Peter's Brethren, which wire the Apoſtles, Hom. 89. on 
St. John, Nye dur@, &c. Chriſt forte him, if you love 
me, preſide over your Brethren. again, ifcegiterey, 8c, 
He delrvers into his Hands the Government of his Bre« 


* Pag. 200+ thren *, But why muſt St. Chryſoſftom by bis Brethren 


mean the poftles,and not Chriſtians in common ? Why 
ſhould he not uſe the word in that fenſe here, in 
which he does elſewhere, and in which it is uſed in the 
New Teftament, and by ' Se. —— 
ſtles 


p- 
if 
n 
'$ 
c 
C 
, 
| 


 ahingro Fay gw bring thee f+ 
K i. 1nd ole 


the Pape 


ſtles? Is there any 
it tothe AR F Nee ali 
, that John as "as Rhea re bps You 
of its whole World we, we that notw wry er gear 


n Peter had for him, th vi unding the dx 
live oh ater becauſe that would be ta the: damage of 
3 can any one think that he took St, Jobs to 
be one of Peter ”; Flack 7 ? But if St. Chry/oftaw. when he 
ſpeaks of St. Peter's Brethren, means the Apoſtles, then 
7 a Pack 6 of realag, by St. Pas/'s Brethren he means taut tw i- 
et no Man will believe, that when = dy, & 
gs of St. rl gp he would have concealed. his 1, —_ 
oh ions, unleſs Urns had ſeen his reriren paring mn 
oe by his Brethrew he racant Peter, . and the other 


He next quotes TheophylaZ# to as little Nee He 
lelivers, ſays TheophylaF?, into Peter's Hands the Prefe- 
« of all. The Faithful. Becauſc. none being | 
hae plece Cover he came, they. were. all under his 
Feng But that he did got include St. Fob» (nor by 
conſequence the oor Apoſtles) under af the Faithful, 
+ by What follows... Becanſe, Tags s he, (ſpeaking 
a Peter 40d Joln) thet gr tha great work, / oat of the 
p entruſted 20 thews, it was 
they vy be: joined, but divided, - one WP. on des jo mo | 
mit of 162k, on the rb to phe oy toes perky Sag, 


Anker My To, 
ty nn if Oo Ft Bu Ears. 


10 the Govern, 
him. (viz? 832 3 
) remain. ig AY Aa ed Tnilraghn LES 


os Tate « thas ill find Xupd ms; \OC.. 


the unani- 
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of ES. athers , _ ng Chriſt's mowle 


x Difeorſe bf * 


Flock, hich muſt neceſſarily infold the Apoſtles, to be ve- 
commended to' Peter. Ut ior ey fay ?'If 


by the Fathers he meaiis all rhe Fathers (a3 by the Rules 
of his Logick he muſt). is it a ſufficient induQtion, to 
name fix, - without an &e. ? ' But itis pleaſant to obſerve, 
that x, Not one of thoſe he quotes, ſays the whole Flock 
was recommended ro Peter. 2. Thoſe: which fay the 
Flock wascommitred to him, meant'no more to include 
the other Apoſtles, thai they did Perry himfelf; they 
taking them all for Shepherds, as much as they did him. 

1. Not one of them atteſts; that the whole Flock was 
recommended -to him; as will 5ppar by a recital of 
theth!''' St. frproſe ſays, Hs « good Shepherd he'receroed 


: 


the 'Floth ; "that" he (was that faithful and wiſe Servant, 


whom the Lord ſet over his Family ; that by the Judgment 
of the Lord the Flock was committed to him. St. Chryſo- 
ftomays, the Flock was by C 2's entruſted to him; And 
Epiphanizs, that he was entr 


fil calls him. s Shepherd 
again ſays," That he excelled "the reſt of the Apoſtles: Ars 
nobius, That none of the Apoſtles but Peter, had the T- 
ple 'of Paſtor from our Seviour. Where is it ſaid, that 


the whole Flock, or that the 4poftles were recommended 
to him ? But Ifhall not paſs'over theſe without a few 


Remarks. | 
(1:) That the firſt paſſage he gives us from St. 4Am- 
broſe, is. not tobe found in the 47h; Sermon out of 


which he quotts (it; perhdps' his memory here fajlett 


tim; * -for he befyre ' cites" a Setmon of St, no 
for- the very fame words. Bat that T rather obſerve 
is this, that in the other Paſſage, immediately after the 
Words he quotes concerning Peter, St. _— all 
the ſame-thir , "nh riots" vf*St, Ppt; whit : Rdles 
dulently- conceals.” Im:  OUWEI ITY fo: Qt 1n0 BAY 


8 


£ 1 


d with the Flock. © St, Be 
after *Chrift.' St: Chryſoftoms 


LE" 


(2.) Where- 


ms ns, yy wa 3 © © 


VE 


the Pope's Supremacy. 
(2,) Whereas St. Bafi/ fays only, Chriſt conſtituted 
Peter 4 Paſtor of his Church AFTER himfelf : He tells us 
St. Baſit calls him, the Shepherd NEXT after Chriſt. 
(3.) His abuſe of St.Chry/oftom in Inſcript. AF. Apoſt. 
1s ſuch, as equally betrays both his Folly and Inſinceri- 
ty. He ſays Chryſoſtom calls Peter the Head Paſtor of the 
Apoſtles. But now if he was their Head-Paſftor, he was 
not their ſole Paſtor, they muſt have another Paſtor over 
them, ſubordinate to Peter; this ſhews his Folly. 
(2.) Nor is the Infincerity leſs egregious : For that which 
Chryſoftom ſays is this; that Antioch received the firit 
of the Apoſtles as its Paſtor, ( Peter having been Biſhop 
there ) His Words are thus engliſhed. This i one Pre- 
rogative of our City, that in the Beginning it received the 
chief” of the Apoſtles. for its Teacher. For it was meet, 
that the City which before all the World was 
adorned with the name of Chriſtians, ſhould +*t» $ & f*m mrawimue 
receive for its Paſtor, the firſt of the Apo»  nurnieas news, be "Amen *, 
ftlesF. Judge now whether there was 37 oro "Ele wh 
ever a more pure peice of Forgery than axes # imovuirns dme'ons m3 $7 
the Diſcuſſor's Tranſlation of thoſe Words. 6999, erent raya, 
. ' y 25D Av gw Toy Tot- 
Is not he, think you, a Man well quali- ,z/« 2a66v. 
fied to cry out upon others for calling out 
here and there a Line without perpending its Relation, ei- 
ther to the foregoing or following matter ? Ends without 
Reginnings, Beginnings without Ends ? 
(4.) The Words produc'd for St. Auſtir's are taken $Queſt. ver 
out of a Book that is none of his ||, as Eraſmus has pro- Nox. Tet. 
ved by unanſwerable Arguments. Burt if his Reaſons 
and Authority « ror wa ; Bellarmine not only 
ſays ſo, bur that it is the Bookof ſome He- , to. 
_ and proves it too*. And Labbe 161. Elie Lagd. ——_ - 
ſays, that all Men eaſily conſent, that it # De Scriptor. Ecclefialt 
is none of St. Auſtin's. T. a I 


Q (5.) Arno- 


Pp 
+ Biblioth 
201, 202. 


P. 1c0, 


* As 20. 28. 
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[| Supplement. de 'Scxiptor. French-Maa ||. 


4 Diſcourſe of 


(s.). Arnabive, from whom the laſt Teſtimony is ta- | 


ken, isof no Autbority; Bellarmive hath proved, that 
he was not that -Arnobizs who lived about the begin- 
ning of Diocleſian's Reign, and wrote the 


[| De Scripror. Eccl. p. 88. {even Books contre Gertes ||, which Ds 
up goa oat ſays is 10 certain, that all the World 


emicr. p. 630. 


San, 1. 4 p. agrees In it * ; Sixtus Senenſis think he 
was an African Þ; Oudin, that he was a 
But it matters not whe- 
ther, ſince what he ſays is nothing to our 
preſent purpoſe. For ſuppoſe zone of the Apoſtles but 


Peter had the title of Paftor from our Saviour, will this 


give him any preeminence, if they af had the Office and 
Authority. figaitied by this Title ? The truth is, the 
Title it ſelf 1s no where given by our Saviour to Peter ; 
he commands him indeed to feed his Flock, but if- this 
be to give him the Title of Paſtor, the ſame Title is 
given, natonly by St. Paul *, but by St. Peter too Þ, to 
every Biſhop. And what will the Pope get by this ? 

2. As none of them ſay the whole Flock, 1o thoſe of 
them which ſay the Flock was commended to him, 
meant No more to inctude the other Apeſites tian they 
did Peter himſelf ; they taking them all tor Shepherds, 
as much as they did bim. Though this hath been ſufi- 
ciently clear'd already, in that they thought there was 
nothing contained in thoſe Words, feed my Sheep, thag 
was peculiar to St. Peter ; but what was applicable in 
common, not only to all the Apoſtles, but to all Biſhops 
that ſucceeded them ; yet I ſhall plainly prove it from 
the Context of two of thoſe very places, which the 
Diicuſſor hath alledged for the Proot of the contrary ; 
viz. the one that of St. Ambroſe, the other that of Sr. 


Baſil. 
(i.) Within 


—_ 


n—__ 
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for Peter's Paſtorſhip over the Apoſtles, 
follow thoſe words I have put in the mar- 
gin], in which he ſays of St. Pawall the 
ſame things he had before ſaid of St Pe. 
ter. As 1. That he was alſo that bleſſed Ser- 
vant. 2, That he was choſen by Chriſt to 
take care of: the Flock. 3. That the Sheep- 
fold, (not part of the Sheepfold ) was 
committed to him. Let the Dilcuſſor read 
the whole paſſage, and then tell me, whe- 
ther it be more clear from the Words rela- 
ting to Peter, that Paul was infolded in 


| the Pope's Supremacy. = 
(r.) Within leſs than three lines after 
thoſe Words produced from St. Ambroſe, 


1 73 | 


0 | Beatus & ille ſeruus, qui po- 
dicere; lac vobis porum de- 
di, non» efcawy; nondum emm 
poteratis, Novi enim quos 
querudmodum paſcar. Gais 
noſtrum hoc facere ? 
noſtrum poreſt vere dicere ; fac- 
rus ſum infirmis infirmus, ut in- 

lucrifaciam ? Er ramen 1l- 
le ranrus ad* caram greets olefins a 
Chris, qui Gnarert infirmos, cu- 
raret invalidos. - Hzreticum 4 
commiſſ ſbi ovild poſt unam cor- 
reprionem'r le ne unius Cr- 
ratic# ovis ſcabies ſerpent ulce- 
re, totum gregrem contaminer, 
Prozm. ad g.41. de fide Edit, Pa- 
rif. at, 15144 


the Flock intruſted to him, than it is from 

the Words concerning Paul, that Peter was infolded 
in the Flock committed to his care? yea, whether the 
Advantage doth not lie rather on Pau/'s fide ? For in 
ſaying, he rejeits an Heretick, leſt the Scab of one was- 
dering Sheep, ſhould infett the WHOLE FLOCK, he 
ſeems to imply, that St. Paul had the whole Flock under 
his care, which is more than he ſays of S. Peter. Bur if 
the Flock muſt ſtill comprehend the Apoſtles, it una- 
voidably follows, that rhe Apoſtles were committed to 
Paul's Dbepher Government, and to Peter's too; and 
Peter governed Paul, and Paul governed Peter, and 
they were both of them at once both Subject and Sove- 
reign. 

(2.) St. Baſil after the Words cited by 
the Diſcuſlor,, viz. That Chriſt conſtituted 
Peter Shepherd after himſelf, adds, giving 
an equal Power afterward to all Paſtors and 
Teachers *. Andif to all Paſtors and Tea- 
chers, then certainly to the Apoſtles, who were the prime 
| 2 Pa- 


miphy0v] 
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A Diſcourſe of | 
Paſtors and Teachers; and if all the Apoſtles had equal 
Power with Peter, then Peter had no Power over them, 
and by conſequence they were not under his Shepherdly 
Government. 

What follows next, is a high Encomiumof'St. Peter ; 
from whoſe perſonal Excellencies, I have no Inclinati- 
on to detra&t ; though I ſee no reaſon to advance himto 
the debaſing of all the reſt. Let him be, if he pleaſe, 
the moi reſplendent among# the Apoſtles, the mo#t reful- 
gent of the holy Dozen ; yet to {ay, that therefore he was 
culled out of that illuſtrious Society, by the diſcerning Eyt 
of Chri#, as the fitte#t Perſon among them to be his Vicar, 
(as if he made him alone his Vicar) betrays ſuch un- 
acquaintance, not = with the holy Scriptures, but 
with the Writings of the Ancients, as one would not 
expe from ſo great a Pretender to Antiquity. Chriſt 
made all the Apoſtles his Vicars, when he gave them 
that Commiſſion, John 20. 21, 22, 23. And St. Paul 
reckoned himſelf, and the other Apoſtles his Vicars, 
when he ſaid, We are Ambaſſadors for Chriit ; We beſeech 
+ 2 Corinth. 70, ;y CHRIST'S STEAD F. And that this Title was 
a anciently given to all Biſhops, Monſ. Launoy hath am- 

ply proved, by the Teſtimonies of Fathers, Councils, 
School-men, and other learned Divinesof the Church 

of Rome. . Yea, that the Biſhops of Rome were fo 

far from taking it to be their peculiar, that ſcarce 

| any one of them till a thouſand Years or more after 
|| Launoy Epp. Chriſt, called himſelf by this name; but was con- 


parte 3: "Þ- tent with the more humble Title of the Vicar of Saint 
Michacli Ma- 
rollio. Peter ||. 


He ſays Jerom obſerves on Mark 16. that the whole 
Flock was recommended to Peter,ut ſit una Fides, ſub uno 
"Paſtore : Bellarmine, Labbe, and Sixtus Senenſis will ac- 
quaint him, that the Comment on the Goſpel of Saint 


Mark 
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| Comment upon that Chapter. 


the Pope's Supremacy. 


Merk that paſſesunder Saint Jerom's name, ,, _ OW 


is none of his *, But having conſulted 'z Fab, Hide, 
three Editions of St, Ferom, I can find ad Sri Vc mg 


no ſuch words, nor any like them, in the —_ 


Chryſoftom, he tells us, affirms, that our Saviour was 
pleaſed at his departure out of this World, to entruſt 
the care of his Sheep to Peter, as 4 faithful and vigilant 
Guardian, and not only to him, but to hs SUCCESSORS 
AFTER HIM. But by his Succeſſors he cannot mean 
the Biſhops of Rome only, foras he ſays nothing of them 
in the words before or after, ſo he includes himſelf in 
the number of theſe Succeſſors, though he was yet no 
Biſhop, but a Prieſt only. And if the reaſon why 
Chriſt intruſted his Sheep to Peter, was becauſe he 
found him 4 faithful and vigilant Guardian ; as he had 
the ſame reaſon to intruſt them to the other Apoſtles, fo 
for the contrary reaſon, few Popes have been found for 
- a years, to whom he would have intruſted 
I have now examined the Texts of Holy Scripture, 
and the Greek and Latin Fathers alledged by the Diſcuſ- 
ſor for the proof of St. Peter's Supremacy : And upon a 
review of the whole, I think every unbiaſs'd Reader 
will conclude with me, 1. That his Proots from Scrip- 
tare are not ſo full, but he might have been content to 
have taken totheir aſhtance,thole other Scripture-proofs 
produc'd to this purpoſe by ſome of their learned Men ; 
ſuch as,Chrift paid Tribute only for himſelf and Peter ; Pe- 
ter alone caſt hin:ſelf into the Sea ; Peter drew the Net to 
the ſhore full of great Fiſhes ; Chriſt ſaid to Peter, S1- 
MON SLEEPEST THOU? 2. That he hatlr not 
ſteered his Courſe by the unerring Pharo's of Antiquity (as 
he promiſed +) but by new Lights, which _— 

um 


Bibl. S. L. 4. 


Þ Pag. 3, 
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him quite contrary to thae Courſe the Antients ſteered, 8g 


' No place theretore is left for the ſecond Inquiry, vis. 
Whether the Biſhop of Rome. ſucceeded PETER in this 
Supremacy ?. fince Peter can be ſucceeded by none, in 


that which he-never had. - Should it indeed be granted, | 


that Petey was inveſted with ir, it will not follow, thar 
the Pope has it, unleſs it be proved, firſt that Petey was 
in a ſtri&t and proper ſenſe Biſhop of Rome; and 2. That 
all the Power Peter was inveſted with, was to deſcend 
to his Rowan Succeſſors; neither of which will be ever 
proved. But now if Perey was never poſſeſsd of fuch 
Supremacy himſelf; admit he was Biſhop of Rome, and 
that whatſoever Power he had, was derived to his Ro- 
man Succeſſors, no ſuch - Supremacy could be derived 
from him to them. It would be therefore an idle thi 

to inſiſt upon-rthis, eſpecially conſidering, that the Dif- 
cuſſor himſelf hath not done fo, but ſpoken of it only 
occaſionally, and out of place ; intending, T preſume, 
to makethis'the main SubjeCt of his ſecond Rook (which 
he has promiſed). But if he reſolve to be as good as 
his word; and to-oblige us with another of his Books, 
let him firſt-eftabliſh Perer's Supremacy upon a more ſo- 
lid Foundation than he has yer done, otherwiſe he will 
« but render himſelf the more ridiculous, in endeavouring 
to ereCt the Pope's Supremacy upon it. 
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_, _ pany is contended for ; 
Noe hi Diſcufſor ſuppoſes, ' 
ra — Foundarion of it. 


Sea. 1. 


, Thar the reſt of che Apoſtles were not | | 


" Avon of Chriſt's Diviniery when Petey | 

made this Confeſſion, Thou art Chriſt, &c. 

This proved, 

z. By Scripture pag. 7. 
2- By whar the Diſcuffor himſelf grants, viz, 
1. That Job#'rhe Baptiſt knew ir pag. g, 
'2. Thar the Devils knew it pag. 12. 

3 4 the Teſtimonies of rhe Fathers 13, 


9 > 2 poven way of reconciling He- | 


ericks 18, 

Jaxfies and Toſt atcs miſrepreſented 19. 
Four Queſtions anfwered 

4 By the Teſtimonies of rhoſe Modern 

* Romaniſts che Diſculſor quores for the 


contrary 21, &c. 
Se. 2. 

2+. Thar Peter did nor attain ro this knowledg 

by 8 iar Revelation 26. 


The Teſtimonies of the Farhers alledg'd-ro this 
purpoſe, thew'd ro be infignificant 27s 


CHAP, IL 
1201 this 


Theſe words, Thay art Perer, aud 
Rock, &c. examned. 


Sef3. 1. 
Chriſt the Primary Foundation of the Chwch30. 
How imperrinently the Diſcuflor quores the 
Fachers tid, 
The Vanity of his critical Obſervation from 
St. Baſil, St. Ambroſe, and St. Zerom 32. 
Several places of St. Axftin aniwer'd, and the 
true ſenſe of chem given 33, 34+ 


TENTS. 


Sr, 2. 
Whether thoſe Farhers who aſſert Sr. Peter's 
Faith ro be the Rock, do thereby exclude 


his Perſon ag. 38. 

| A Paſſage of Theophylaft anſwer'd 39. 

Another of Sc, Chryſoſtom 40s 
Set, 3 


Whether St. Peter had < Pre-eminece as he 
1s the Foundation of the Church, above the 
reſt of the Apoſtles 42+ 

The Teſtimonies produc'd by Dr. Tho. G. to 
prove the Church more eminently buile on 
St, Petey, examnid, and ſhew'd' ro impore 
no (uch ching 45, &c. 

; In what ſenſe St. Zerom calls Sr. Piter the Head 
and Prince of the Apoftles 45 

Of the reaſon why Chriſt gave him the Name 
Peter 

The «difference the Diſcuſſor makes bin 
©e4udar&- and Titrres ſhew'd ro be ridi- 
culous $9, $1. 

Thar Sr. Piter's Primacy was that of Order * 


Place only 
The Sayings of _ Farhers produc'd by = 
the Church more emi- 


nently builc 0x on Sr, —_ ſhew'd to be _ 
perrinent, ''þug, $5. Eſpecially choſe of 
Se. Ferom, pag. $0, and St. Cyprian 64. 
In whar reſpets the Church may be truly faid 
to be built more eminently on St, Peter 68. 


CHAP, IL. 


Their whale Diſcourſe -upon rheſe words, I 
mill giue thee the Keys of. the Kingdom of 
Heavm,&c. reduc'd ro four Propofitions 70. 


.Prop. 1. That the promiſe of the Keys was 
made to P#eraloge. Two things rerurn'd 
in anſwer to 1t Tl. 
What meant by the Keys, what diffcrence 

berween them and Binding and Logſing 72. 

Prov 
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» 


Ng 2. That Ptter-receiv'd the Keys'imme- 
diarely from, bac ele tee pot 
from or by "St. Ptter ; corffured/By,, ST 
ture, and by four Arguments m 
larmin va 

Prop. 3. That the Power ofthe Key 
nicated to the other Apoſties was 
nate to a higher degree of it in St. Pitiy, 
The contrary prov'd from thgt place where 

© the Power: ofthe Keys before: promiſed, 

* * was aQuually given, iz, Jobs 20, 21, 223 23- 


\ 1+ That the Power of the Keys was here 
given, the Roimaniſts muſt grant, 


1, .Pecauſe this is expreſly taught by the 

Fathers 79. 

+ 2, Becauſe 1t 1s taught by the Roman Ci» 

rechiſm, and the Council of Trent 80. 

2. That the Power was equally given to 

Peter and the other A is clear'd 
from - 


1. The words themſelves 21, 


2. The Judgment of the Fathers. upon |, 


them 82, 
3.' The Conceſhon of; many learner 
Men of the Church of, Rome . 
The Teſtimonies of the Fathers cired 6a 
ſee, ut, of Origea, St. Hilary, Ambroſe, 
ril, Baſil, Chryſoſtom, Cyprian, Bede, "and 
-Y Auſtin, czamin'd and anſwer'd 8s, &c. 
Whether the Fathers expound Matth. 18. - 
of Fraternal Correption 
Prop. 4. That hy the Keys promiſed and = 
ro Peter, 1s PCI © Supreme Power of 
governing the.Ch 


:£ 


of theſe LY 
| The ſenſe of :the* 
Whether cheſe © 
ſion 
The Father did nor 
them exalred to a+ 
than he had venting fos, 
'A nation out of St. Dfin,amd anorher”our 
aſil vindicated « 
The ; wah * by 
Pier, 
Why Ch 


'Loye [10s 
The folly of waking Oves meas, becauſe inde- 
_ ro de | the Apoſtles, expoled by by 


ſeveral Queſtons 
The ES of Brno, $. Cimjoben and 
FI ch 
Not ol phe racers ſay the k 
_ was, recomrhended " 0 St, Peter, rare the 
Di r,Juotes as "ayi on hs Og ſo - 


Several Remarks. from 
which' Rt t- was cOm- 


T 
ty «tr, meant nomore to iticlude 
- che ming J chan Petey himſelf 122, 


ibid; | All rn were Chriſt's Vicwry 


124+ 


f, Petrimn, x. Patrum. P.go.1 
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Pars "Sb for, Treaties, egy %-akat P. 33. Marg, 1. 1. f. #2, r, 032M, Pp. 235: r 214 


a_ Period, anc egin the next word w} 
a befcre Ch riſto, P. 35. Mar - f. ſokuetss, 


© Bawerigs, r, Baronius, P. 45, 1.10, fapls;t | bat: P; 
r Reaſoning pur a Comma. P, $0. |. 228.6 tvantd, rocvanid.,” P. 62.1. 215 ; 6furidyrs 
Marg, I. 5. f;rog ute, r, royauts. 1.8. Fokts roo. f. Moyers, r 
aCapical. P. 75. 1.2.7, 
r. ſolveris, P, 29. L 18.f 


71.27, 
pl 


r Petey pur 


-#3eMarg, 1. 20, pur 
-iP4"99 after 1. 28. pur 


r. Moyins, Pe7 


th.” 


Sift. 1. P.104. 1.22. You'd jor rTaths, P. 105.1. 25,11. ſe 
Other lireral Errors and Miſpoinuugs the Reader 1s defired to ==s 
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